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A B S T R A C T
A cross-sectional developmental study of 180 four to nine 
year old children's perceptions of themselves within their 
home and school environments was conducted. Two measures 
were developed for use in the study: (i) a measure of
social cognition which taps the child's perceptions of the 
consequences of his actions within the social milieu and 
which appears to operate on a dimension of permissiveness - 
authoritarianism and (ii) a measure of the other-self 
which is an expression of what the child thinks his signif­
icant others "nearly always" think of him. The other-self 
measure appears to operate on a dimension of acceptance - 
rejection. Both measures were found to have acceptable 
levels of reliability and were validated using the Bristol 
Social Adjustment Guide (Stott, 1974) as well as by the 
use of case studies.
Each of the measures allows the child to relate himself to 
his significant others (Mother, Father, Teacher, Sibling) 
as well as to his School Class and the Meadian (1934) con­
cept of Generalized Other. The two instruments appear to 
have both diagnostic and therapeutic value since they en­
able the child to structure himself within his social milieu.
The study demonstrated a strong connection between social 
awareness and sensitivity to others (as manifested by the 
social cognition measure) and the developing other-self con­
cept. Between the ages of 4 and 9 years, a significant 
shift occurred from egocentric and/or narcissistic percept-
. Cxiii)
ions at 4 years to more socially acceptable self-perceptions 
from 5 years onwards. Social cognition appears to have most 
influence on the other-self within the four and five years 
age range.
An analysis of the child's hierarchy of relationships with 
his significant others yielded the following: Father and
Teacher were perceived to be the least permissive whilst 
the Sibling and School Class were the most permissive. 
Self-esteem or notions of worth were derived especially 
from Mother and least from the Sibling. The position of 
significant others (within children's hierarchies) changed 
with age,in particular the Teacher who was perceived as 
becoming more accepting as age increased from 4 to nine 
years.
(xiv)
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CHAPTER I 
A GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO THE SELF
"We become ourselves through each other" - Vygotsky.
The present chapter introduces the reader to concepts and 
definitions associated with the study of socially-derived 
aspects of the self which form the topic of study in this 
thesis. Essentially the field is interdisciplinary in nature 
and is informed especially by the disciplines of social psy­
chology and sociology. Relevant models of the nature of the 
self are introduced in a discussion of the self and the self- 
concept. Under this heading the dual (and seemingly contra­
dictory) aspects of (i) the self as an object and (ii) the
self as a process are discussed. The acquisition of the self 
is discussed in terms of phenomenology and symbolic inter- 
actionism. Particular reference is made to the concept of 
social cognition, as well as to the other persons in society 
that are significant for the development of the self of the 
individual. The chapter concludes with an expression of a 
general aim for this research and postualtes two general 
hypotheses.
THE SELF AND THE SELF CONCEPT
The notion of the self is highly complex. It has been the
subject of serious study by philosophers, psychologists, 
sociologists, and educationalists over the years, and each 
has used the methodologies of his discipline to try to under­
stand and explain this most fundamental human phenomenon.
2The terms self and self-concept are frequently used synonymous­
ly, but Yamamoto (1972) points out the essential difference.
The self is a more inclusive construct than the self-concept 
since "the self is both the knower and the known." The self- 
concept, on the other hand is a "composite, but imperfect 
representation of the self," (Yamamoto, 1972) and derives from 
the person's attitudes, feelings, perceptions and evaluations 
of himself as an object. An apt analogy used by Yamamoto to 
explain the difference is that the self is like the territory 
whilst the self-concept is but a map of the territory.
Symonds (1951) points out that aspects of the self may not be 
within an individual's conscious awareness and that conscious­
ly a person may have one conception of himself and unconscious­
ly he may have a contrary opinion. If this is so, then the 
self is less accessible for study than the self-concept; the 
less perfect representation of the self (that is the self- 
concept) is therefore the main area for empirical study within 
this field.
Staines (1958, 1978) disagrees with the inclusion of an un­
conscious component in the self and maintains that the self 
is a totally conscious aspect of personality and is composed 
of percept (that is, it is built from many perceptual exper­
iences) and concept, which is the end product of the trans­
formation of the "raw perceptual materials of the self by 
the manufacturing processes of the mind." (Staines, 1958).
As unconscious motivations within the personality rise to 
consciousness, then they become part of the self.
The distinction between the two positions appears to be 
semantic; for Staines, the self is conscious but is a part of
3personality that has unconscious components, for Yamamoto 
and Symonds the self is able to embrace the unconscious com­
ponents whilst the self-concept is similar to Staines' concept 
of a conscious self. For the purposes of this study, only 
conscious aspects of the self will be studied. This does not 
exclude the possibility of unconscious motives influencing 
conscious responses and acts, but the question of internal 
sources and structures is not considered. Rather, the import­
ant external influences are of major concern.
The self-concept is a global term used to denote a multi­
faceted theoretical construct. Discussion and analysis of 
the. self-concept usually proceeds by the examination, measure­
ment or description of up to three interrelated, but quite 
distinct facets or aspects of the self. The first aspect, 
according to Staines (1958), is the cognized or known self 
which comprises all those characteristics of the individual 
that he recognises as part of the "Me". It is what the indiv­
idual perceives and conceives himself to be and may not in 
fact correspond to objective reality or to what others think 
of the individual. The second aspect is the ideal self which 
is described by Staines as "part wish, part ought; the stand­
ard to be reached." The third aspect of the self has been 
called the other-self by Staines (1958), the social self by 
Holland (1977) and the looking-glass self by Cooley (1902).
This is what the individual thinks others think of him. Again, 
this aspect of the self may differ from what others really do 
think of the individual, that is, the individual's perceptions 
of others' feelings for him and attitudes towards him may not 
reflect reality. The discrepancy between the othersself and
4the reality is a subtle but most important characteristic of 
the self. The degree to which a person's feelings of worth, 
derived from others acting as his mirror, resemble the real 
situation (that is, what others really do think of him) would 
be, if it could be measured, a good index of that person's 
effectiveness or adjustment within society. To posit a hypoth­
etical case: consider the individual whose other-self concept
is inaccurately loaded with very negative feelings of reject­
ion by others. Such a person would presumably lack the confid­
ence to interact effectively. Because of this, others in con­
tact with this person may feel unable to establish a firm or 
meaningful relationship with that person. This is a somewhat 
simplistic example of much more complex behaviour but it also 
serves to introduce the cyclical aspect of such relationships. 
Having established a negative other-self, the individual most 
likely would be defensive when with others, who, in turn, 
might find the relationship difficult to maintain, such that 
the amount of interaction between the individual and others 
would decline. This decline in interaction would reinforce 
the negative feelings of rejection already held in the other - 
self.
It is generally agreed that the other self is a most important 
and dominant aspect of the more global concept of the self. 
(Hewitt, 1976; Holland, 1977; Lee, 1976).
The other^-self may be defined as a socially derived concept 
which develops within each individual as that individual inter­
acts with others in society and considers or takes account of 
those interactions. Essentially it has a reflexive quality 
and for its development, the individual requires the cognitive
capacity for self-reference.
The general aim of the present work is to study the develop­
ment of the other-self in young children and to relate this 
development to the "society" in which the child's other-self 
emerges. Society in this sense refers first to the signific­
ant others in the child's life (mother, father, teacher and 
sibling) and secondly to the broader concept of reference 
groups (to be specific, the child's school class and G.H.Mead's 
concept of the generalised other). A discussion of the con- - 
cepts of significant others and these reference groups will 
be included later in this chapter.
THE NATURE OF THE SELF
Before considering the nature of the other-self in more detail 
it is pertinent to discuss the more inclusive self. The self- 
concept is the accessible representation of the self and the 
other-self, as previously stated, is regarded as a dominant 
aspect of the self.
The Self as an Object and the Self as a Process 
The term self, as used in contemporary psychological and 
sociological literature has come to have two distinct meanings, 
but paradoxically these two meanings can produce three per­
spectives of the self. It may be conceived as an object or 
as a process, or both. (Hall & Lindzey, 1957).
The self-as-object perspective refers to a self that is rela­
tively stable or static over time. It is the self derived 
from a person's feelings, attitudes, perceptions and evalu­
ations of himself as an object. It is what a person thinks
6of himself; the cognized or known self (previously described 
by Staines, 1958) is an example of the self as an object. It 
is regarded as a relatively static, rather than a completely 
stable construct, because of the propensity of its components 
(attitudes, feelings and perceptions) to change over time.
Thus, Staines has demonstrated that the self-concept (consider­
ed within the context of the self-as-object) can be modified 
by social experience in the classroom. A teacher worked to 
produce changes in the self picture of some students and 
changes were effective in two of Staines’ dimensions of the 
self; (certainty and differentiation), which were interpreted 
as indicating greater psychological security.
The second definition or perspective is of the self-as-process 
which is described by Hall & Lindzey (1957) as the self as a 
doer, in the sense that it consists of an active group of pro­
cesses such as thinking, remembering and perceiving. This is 
the dynamic self interacting with elements in society and 
constantly reviewing its status in terms of those interactions.
The third perspective is the paradoxical situation of simul­
taneously regarding the self as both an object and a process. 
At any time a person may choose to reflect upon his self by 
considering his feelings and attitudes towards himself. This 
involves him in self-evaluation as he regards himself as an 
object that is discrete from the many other objects in his 
society. His feelings, attitudes and perceptions towards him­
self however, are socially derived but are unique to the in­
dividual since they are developed, maintained and perhaps 
changed through his cognitive activity. But once the indiv­
idual engages in self-reference in this way, he has activated
7the self-as-process perspective since he is engaging in the 
group of processes (thinking, remembering etc.) previously 
described. In this sense the separation of the self into two 
perspectives (as an object and as a process) is probably arti­
ficial and confusing. As Hall & Lindzey (1967) point out, it 
would be better if two separate terms were used. It should 
be noted however, that whilst an individual is unable to ex­
amine his self-as-object without activating his self-as-process, 
an independent person may investigate each as separate entities; 
that is both as process and product.
For the purpose of the present study the third perspective of 
the self is applicable. The socially derived other— self is 
being investigated during its developmental stages in young 
children. Its development is related to a specific process 
initially described by Mead (1934) as social intelligence but 
now frequently called social role-taking (Light, 1977) or 
social cognition (Shantz, 1975). This concept is discussed 
in detail more appropriately under the heading of Self Acquis­
ition Through Symbolic Interactionism later in this chapter 
and in a subsequent chapter which explores the development of 
social cognition in young children.
SELF THEORY
During the earlier part of this century some dissatisfaction 
with aspects of Freud's theory of personality arose. In par­
ticular some writers such as Rank (1936) objected to the 
primacy of the sexual drive as a basic explanation of motiv­
ated behaviour. Others such as Adler, according to Hall & 
Lindzey (1967), tended to reject the instinctual basis of 
Freudian theory and at the same time believed that unconscious
processes were over-emphasised.
Adler developed a personality theory in which social interest 
and a striving for superiority became two of the most sub­
stantial components. He assumed that man is motivated prim­
arily by social urges. This new emphasis on the social de­
terminants of behaviour is cited by Hall & Lindzey as probably 
Adler's greatest contribution to psychological theory. A 
second important contribution to social psychology by Adler 
was the concept of a creative self. "Adler's self is a highly 
personalized, subjective system which interprets and makes
meaningful the experiences of the organism......it searches
for experiences which will aid in fulfilling the person's 
unique style of life" (Hall & Lindzey, 1967). Consciousness 
became a most important aspect of the personality for Adler 
and he noted that man is motivated more by his expectations 
of the future than he is by experience of the past.
Rogers' Self Theory
The theory formulated by Carl Rogers is probably the best 
known and most often quoted self theory in contemporary psy­
chological literature. Beginning with the publication of his 
thesis (Rogers, 1931) a self theory has been progressively 
developed which introduces three quite different aspects to 
the field of personality theory. The first is the concept 
of client-centered therapy (Rogers, 1951) which introduces a 
therapeutic aspect to the theory. Holland (1977) has describ­
ed the goal of this client-centred therapy model as a 
"continuous process of movement away from the expectations and 
values of others toward self-determining, self-respecting 
(actualizing) choice." Essentially it is a theory useful to
9counsellors dealing with behavioural and emotional problems 
in clients; the client-centred approach is non-directive in 
nature and involves producing a clinical environment such 
that the client himself can define his problems, react to 
them and take steps that will lead to their solution.
The second aspect is that of phenomenology. This concept in­
volves the individual's subjective experience which takes acc­
ount of and emphasises the importance of how a person perceives 
the circumstances and events of his life, rather than how oth­
ers objectively view the circumstances and events of that per­
son's life. Roger's theory is phenomenological inasmuch as 
it is concerned primarily with a person's unique view of his 
own world, as distinct from the perspective of others. Rogers 
suggests that no-one can completely understand the internal 
frame of reference of another person, although attempts to 
do just that are the substance of meaningful psychological 
data. This is but another expression of some of the differ­
ences between the self and the self-concept discussed previ­
ously.
The third aspect is the humanistic concept of self-actualiz­
ation which introduces a valuing process and a desire on the 
part of the individual to maintain and enhance the organism. 
Self-actualization, according to Rogers, includes not only 
the more subordinate and basic human needs of learning the 
skills necessary for physical and social survival, but also 
development towards autonomy, independence and a need for 
self-determination. A motivational construct (originally 
discussed by Adler) is thus reintroduced into the field since 
Rogers suggests that all behaviour, either overtly or covertly
10
is aimed at enhancement of the self. One might well ask how 
criminal acts such as violence in the community can produce 
self enhancement. The reconciliation of the apparent contra­
diction lies in an understanding of the phenomenological as­
pect of the self of a violent person. To such a person, 
physical violence toward another may represent power and 
authority; the enhancement of the self may be gained reflex- 
ively from a reference group of similarly violent persons.
That is, the violent person gains satisfaction from the approv­
al or perceived approval of peers in the group.
Rogers (1951, 1961) has described a positive real self which 
strives for self-actualization or progress towards an ideal 
self .image. The real self is similar to the cognized self 
(Staines, 1958) and the "psychological distance" between the 
real self and the ideal self has been the subject of studies 
using the Q-sort technique (Stephenson, 1953). The "distance" 
between the two is related to acceptance or-rejection of the 
individual by himself.
It is the second aspect of Rogers' model, the phenomenological 
perspective that has most relevance for tlie present work.
The other-self may be perceived only in phenomenological terms 
since it is the product of the individual's unique perceptions 
of himself as he believes others regard and value him. Rogers' 
concept of the real self contains aspects of the other-self 
since the known or real self is largely socially derived.
This thesis however, aims to study the development of the 
other-self rather than the self per se. Rogers' concept of 
self-actualization beginning with the existing real self, 
implies a level of development of the self not found in child-
11
ren as young as four years of age. His model aims to produce 
the self-actualizing person who perceives society and himself 
realistically, but who is able to move away from the values 
and expectations of others towards self-determination. This 
presupposes that a fair degree of socialization has occurred 
before self-actualization can begin. For these reasons then, 
the perceptually orientated phenomenological theory of Snygg 
& Combs (1949), and Combs & Snygg (1959), together with the 
symbolic interactionist theory of the social philosopher 
George Herbert Mead (1934) have most relevance for this study. 
These theories are discussed appropriately below, since they 
describe more adequately the acquisition of the self.
THE ACQUISITION OF THE SELF 
There is no self at birth according to H e witt(1976) , only a 
responding organism whose developing neurological, psycholog­
ical and physical capabilities permit the development of a 
conception of the self. In this sense the self is a learned 
phenomenon. The neonate first becomes aware of other persons 
as objects in his environment with whom he can interact and 
participate in social relationships. Trevarthen (1975) sug­
gests that the foundation of such social relationships is 
there at birth and that they are remarkably useful by the age 
of eight weeks. The child learns contingencies which are assoc­
iated with these relationships such that an expectancy becomes 
associated with an act (Schaffer, 1975). For example, some 
parents are surprised at how quickly neonates learn that cry­
ing can produce satisfying consequences such as being rocked, 
nursed or fed. The child in this situation has learned that 
it can act upon or manipulate its environment to produce sat­
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isfying consequences. Secondly, as cognitive development pro­
ceeds, the child develops the reflexive quality of thinking 
that permits self-reference. This characteristic permits the 
individual to regard himself as a discrete object among the 
many other objects in his experience. This self-as-object 
concept is a description of a relatively stable and enduring 
psychological construct.
It is the self-as-process perspective however, that contrib­
utes most to a discussion of the acquisition of the self since 
it is ongoing social experience including interactions with 
others that are the prime resources from which the self emer­
ges. The other-self, in particular, develops because of the 
processes of social experience combined with the cognitive 
activity of reflective thinking, whereby the individual relates 
himself to, and places himself within the context of his 
family, friends and ultimately his society at large. The 
phenomenological self theory of Combs & Snygg (1959) and Snygg 
& Combs (1949) will serve to illustrate further the develop­
ment and differentiation of the other-self.
The Differentiation of the Phenomenal Self
The concept of the phenomenal self as described by Combs & 
Snygg is one that utilises the perspective of simultaneously 
considering the self both as a process and as an object. The 
phenomenal self is a more inclusive concept than the other 
self, but it is nevertheless heavily saturated with the attri­
butes of the other-self; each is derived from the same re­
sources. All behaviour is completely determined by and per­
tinent to the phenomenal or perceptual field of the behaving 
organism (Snygg & Combs, 1949). The phenomenal field is de-
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fined by Combs & Snygg (1959, p.20) as "the entire universe 
including himself, as it is experienced by the individual at 
the instant of action it is the more or less fluid organ­
ization of meanings existing for every individual at any in­
stant (it is) each individual's personal and unique field
of awareness (it is) responsible for his every behaviour."
This description emphasises reactiveness rather than manipul­
ation, the attribute of uniqueness of phenomenology as well as 
its transient nature. Combs & Snygg emphasise that individ­
uals behave as they perceive and interpret the situation, and 
not as others see that situation. Also, perceptions of the 
situation at a given instant are stressed as being responsible 
for behaviour -
"When we took at other people from an external^ 
ohcecttve point of vlew^ their behaviour may 
seem irrational because we do not experience 
things as they do. Even our own behaviour in 
retrospect may seem to hane been silly or in­
effective. But at the instant of behaving 
each person's actions seem to him to be the 
best and most effective acts he can perform 
under the circumstances" (combs & Snygg, 1959, p.17)
As the perceptual field of an infant grows so he comes to make 
differentiations within it. He cognizes or perceives objects 
(both animate and inanimate) which have recognisable qualities 
or properties. Items or objects within the field are inter­
acting and interdependent and any new object in the phenomenal 
field derives its properties from its relationship to the 
field as a whole. How that object is perceived or different­
iated from the rest of the field is a function of the individ­
ual's need and the antecedent field which he possesses at that 
moment. Thus this theory can account for objects within the 
field which remain below the individual's threshold of aware­
ness. If a need for an object is not felt at a given instant.
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then it is less likely to enter into the phenomenal field of 
an individual at that time.
Generalization within the phenomenal field is viewed by Combs 
& Snygg as another example of differentiation. If one employs 
the phenomenological approach to generalization rather than 
regarding it from the viewpoint of an external observer, then 
generalization becomes differentiation inasmuch as the indiv­
idual has differentiated or discovered the unifying principle 
common to the set of objects that are the subject of the gen­
eralization. Thus what appears as synthesis or an integrat­
ive act for an external observer, is, from the behaver's own 
point of reference, a differentiation of the relationship of 
events (and/or properties) to each other. The discussion of 
generalization will be resumed later in this chapter with 
reference to the concept of the generalized other.
To return to the phenomenal self then, its development may be 
regarded as the progressive differentiation of the self from 
the individual's phenomenal field. It is the "I" or 'Me ' as­
pect of the phenomenal field and it has the feeling of com­
plete reality. Not only does it include the physical aspects 
of the self, but also, and of greater significance, it in­
cludes the processes and qualities of the self such as honesty, 
strength and guilt. Combs & Snygg suggest that the phenomenal 
self may even include, by identification, persons and objects 
entirely outside of ourselves. This contention is supported 
by the observation that we often react to such phenomena as 
physical or verbal attacks on our children, parents or spouse 
as if those attacks were made upon ourselves.
Each individual gradually acquires a great number of positive
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and negative discrete perceptions of himself in all kinds of 
situations; these include an awareness and perhaps evaluations 
of physical properties such as blue eyes and tallness in stat­
ure, as well as social qualities or characteristics, such as 
fear of others, kindness and acceptability to peers or relat­
ives. These form the phenomenal self which becomes relatively 
stable and enduring, but it is constantly under review since 
it is but a differentiated aspect of the very dynamic phenom­
enal field. Like Rogers, Combs & Snygg maintain that the in­
dividual is constantly seeking to maintain and enhance the 
phenomenal self for the future, and to increase the adequacy 
of the self within the context of his phenomenal or perceptual 
field.
The phenomenal self, like the other self is essentially a 
social product arising out of experience within the social 
milieu. Although some of an individual's experience of the 
self may arise in isolation, by far the greater portion of the 
self develops during and because of interaction with others.
"We leam the most significant and fundamental facts about
ourselves from 'reflected appraisals', inferences about
ourselves made as a consequence of the ways we perceive others 
behaving toward us." (Combs & Snygg, 1959, p.134).
The Family's Influence on the Self
The family is the earliest and most obvious source of influence 
upon the developing infant. By the development and use of 
language together with the broader concept of communication 
(including non-verbal aspects), the child is able to interact 
with mother, father, siblings and with the less immediate 
relatives and friends in his environment. These interactions
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provide the bases for differentiations of the self such as 
liked or unliked, wanted or unwanted, acceptable or unaccept­
able and worthy or unworthy. The more positive differentiat 
ions the child acquires, then the greater the feelings of ade­
quacy and of need satisfaction; conversely, the more negative 
the accumulated feelings of self, then the more frustrated and 
unhappy the individual becomes.
For Combs & Snygg, the family is probably the most important 
socializing agency. It provides the initial feelings of ade­
quacy or inadequacy, the earliest experience of acceptance or 
rejection, the experience of identification and establishes 
the early expectancies for the developing child. Each of the 
above is of significance to the development of the other-self 
as well as to the broader concept of the phenomenal self. 
Feelings of adequacy (or inadequacy) arise out of common 
everyday interactions among members of the family. The child 
is made aware that he is either successful or unsuccessful in 
his everyday efforts; he may frequently be praised, cuddled 
or simply noticed for successfully using a spoon to eat his 
meal. On the other hand, he may be frequently scolded for 
such acts as spilling his drink, whilst his successful attempts 
may pass unnoticed. These kinds of prosaic experiences pro­
vide the bases from which self definitions and differentiat­
ions are made. The greater the feelings of adequacy, the 
greater the amount of need satisfaction and Combs & Snygg 
maintain that this leads to greater self-actualization. The 
adequacy aspect of the self-concept that is differentiated 
by the child is acquired quite independently of parental 
motives. For example, parents who hold very high aspirations 
for their child may set goals for him that are beyond his
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capabilities; the failure to attain these goals may produce 
feelings of inadequacy, incapacity to satisfy the parents and 
unacceptability. If these feelings continue. Combs & Snygg 
suggest that the child may eventually reject his family and 
their values completely.
Accurate and realistic acceptance of the self is essential to 
effective living,(Combs & Snygg, 1959). Acceptance of the 
self is closely related to an individual's experience of ad­
equacy. Generally, the more an individual feels adequate 
about himself, then the greater is his acceptance of himself 
and others around him. The converse of this is also unfortun­
ately true: the greater the feelings of inadequacy gained
from those around the individual, the greater the degree of 
seIf-rejection and the more difficulty the individual exper­
iences in interacting with others.
Combs & Snygg apply the Freudian concept of identification to 
explain subsequent development through self-expression.
Through identification with others, the child is provided with 
his first feelings of self-expression. Initially such identi­
fications occur within the intimacy of the family group, but 
as the child meets other people who are significant to him, 
such as his teachers, then identification with them may also 
ensue. This process involves first a degree of differentia­
tion of the phenomenal self, followed by differentiations of 
what is my mother, my father, my brothers, my aunts and so on. 
The process involves more than differentiations of significant 
others ; Combs & Snygg maintain that these others are exper­
ienced more or less fully as real parts of the self. For 
Freud (1923, 1932) identification occurs when parental die-
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tates become internalized or when the individual takes over 
the attitudes and behaviour patterns, initially of parents 
and later those of others significant to him. This process 
begins at around the age of three or four years and leads to 
the development of the superego which is akin to conscience 
development. Conscience may be regarded as an internalized, 
socially derived mode of conduct which forms the frame of 
reference for each individual involved in the process of 
decision-making. It may provide the bases for guilt feelings 
for acts (or thoughts) completed, or influence decisions con­
cerning future actions. Like the other-self the superego is 
reflexive in nature since the individual examines himself, 
including his thoughts and actions, as an object within the 
social milieu. Both the superego and the other-self are 
socially derived and socially learned constructs which demand 
a level of cognitive development that allows reflexivity or 
reversibility of thinking which is not normally found in very 
young children.
When Does Development of the Other Self Begin?
The age for the emergence of the other-self in children has 
not been established in the literature. It would certainly 
be subject to the influences of individual differences and 
therefore any age limits are rather tentative and arbitrary.
In Piagetian terms, the thought processes involved in the 
development of the other-self, may be described as involving 
decentering of thought and a degree of operational thinking. 
Piaget (1953) suggests that operational thinking is analogous 
to the operation of a mathematical group; the relevant group 
property involved in the development of the others self is
19
reversibility (of thinking). This occurs as the individual 
begins to abandon egocentric modes of thought characteristic 
of the very young, for a more operational mode of thinking 
wherein the individual is capable of differentiating between 
self and other's needs, expectations and perspectives. This 
type of behaviour gradually becomes manifest in the child 
of about four years of age who engages in co-operative play 
with others rather than the egocentric isolated play of the 
one year old, or parallel play typical of the two year old. 
During co-operative play the child takes account of the other's 
actions or spoken words and relates these to his own actions 
or responses. It represents the beginning of the phase where­
in he realizes that the actions or wishes of others may not 
coincide with his own intentions and that he may have to mod­
ify his own desires for successful interaction. Piaget (1953) 
suggests that between the approximate ages of four and seven 
years, thought is intuitive and lacks the reversibility qual­
ity that is but one characteristic of operational thinking.
At seven, or thereabouts, the child can demonstrate revers­
ibility of thinking and, according to Piaget, has acquired 
operational or logical thought. Halford (1972) however, 
using the mathematical group paradigm together with one of 
Piaget's tests of object permanence , has shown that elements 
of reversibility of thinking exist earlier than four years of 
age. It seems reasonable to assume therefore, that revers­
ibility develops gradually within the child and attains 
maturity at about the age of seven years.
When one conjointly takes account of the development of the 
identification process together with superego development 
beginning at about four years of age, the emergence of co-
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operative play and the evidence for decentration of thought 
(reversibility), then it is reasonable to hypothesise that the 
other-self, which is a discrete , yet related to the
above processes, begins development at approximately four 
years of age and develops gradually with increasing age and 
social experience.
SELF ACQUISITION THROUGH SYMBOLIC INTERACTION 
The concept of a socially-derived self is regarded by Hewitt 
(1975) as one of the main contributions of symbolic inter- 
actionism to social psychology. The work of George Herbert 
Mead has dominated the field of symbolic interactionism since 
notes reputedly taken at his lectures were organized and 
published in 1934 in Mind, Self and Society. Mead, according 
to Holland (1977), is most frequently cited as the originator 
of the concept of a social-self. Mead (1934) described his 
viewpoint as that of social behaviourism. This term refers 
to the description of behaviour at the distinctly human level, 
beginning with the observable actions of individuals, but 
conceiving of behaviour in broad enough terms to include 
covert behaviour. Unlike Watsonian behaviourism. Mead allowed 
for an intervening process between the stimulus and response 
which permits the individual to relate the stimulus to the 
antecedent experience, stored in memory, which is thus able 
to influence the response. Herbert Blumer who assumed control 
of Mead's course after his unexpected death, described clearly 
the basic thrust of symbolic interactionism in the form of 
three simple propositions:
1, human heings act toward things on the 
basis of the meanings that the things 
have for them;
2. the meaning of such things is derived
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froïïiy or arises out of, the social 
interaction that one has with one 's 
fellows;
3. the meanings are handled in, and 
modified through, an interpretative 
process used by the person in deal­
ing with the things he encounters.
(Blumer, 1969, p.2)
The above propositions form a simple and concise description 
of symbolic interactionism, which in itself is a most complex 
process, described by Hewitt (1976) as a "complicated set of 
ideas about the nature of the human world and the way in which 
people act within it." Clearly, the propositions support the 
phenomenological approach to self development taken by Snygg 
& Combs and already discussed. The first premise restates the 
observation that individuals behave as they perceive situations 
and not as others perceive those situations; the second 
premise is related to the concept of the phenomenal or percept­
ual field of the individual, whilst the third introduces the 
cognitive component into symbolic interactionism and self­
acquisition.
The self arises in the process of social experience and act­
ivity, and language is essential for its development (Mead, 
1934). The individual's relations to the social process as 
a whole together with specific relations with other individ­
uals are the main resources from which the self develops.
Mead emphasises the need to distinguish between the "exper­
ience that immediately takes place and our own organisation 
of it into the experience of the self." The self has the 
characteristic that is an "object to. itself" (Mead, 1934) and 
this quality introduces a reflexive aspect into the concept 
wherein the subject can be both subject and object.
Mead subdivided the self into two components, the "I" and the
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"Me": the "I" is the impulsive tendency of the individual
and is represented by the initial, spontaneous, unorganized 
aspect of human experience; the "Me" represents the incorpor­
ated other within the individual and comprises the organized 
set of attitudes and definitions, understandings and expect­
ations derived from other individuals and reference groups 
with whom the individual interacts. The reflexive quality 
or the socially-derived aspect is integral to the development 
of the "Me". Both the "I" and the "Me" are regarded as pro­
cesses rather than entities or structures; the impulsive "I" 
tends to give propulsion whilst the "Me" gives direction.
The effects or influence of the "Me" tend to impinge upon the 
superego and the other-self concepts because each is involved 
in internalization of the norms of significant others through 
the process of identification and role-taking (Meltzer, 1972). 
The other-self is in part the relatively stable product of the 
more dynamic "Me" as self-attitudes, self-evaluations and 
self-definitions which are derived from others acting in the 
capacity of the individual's mirrors for self appraisal.
Symbolic Interaction and the Generalized Other 
Of considerable importance to Mead's theory is the concept 
of the generalized other. He defines this as "the organized 
community or social group which gives the individual his unity 
of self." (Mead, 1934, p.152). The generalized other. Mead 
suggests, is the attitude of the whole community; through the 
generalized other the social process influences the behaviour 
of the individuals involved in that particular society, and 
by means of abstract thought the individual is able to take 
the attitude of the generalized other toward himself. Mead
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suggests that inanimate objects as well as other individuals 
and groups of people may comprise the generalized other for 
any individual. Cohen (1955) suggests that the concept of 
the generalized other "has the merit of bringing a wide 
variety of individual responses together in a meaningful cate­
gory." Whether or not an individual can relate to such a 
broad-based concept is debatable. It seems an over-simplifi­
cation to assume that each member of society can develop a 
single, universal generalized other rather than relating to 
individuals, groups and perhaps sub-cultures within the soc­
iety. Holland (1977) is also critical of this concept and 
claims that such "general categories can equally well obscure 
relevant differences." Znaniecki (1940) proposes a more 
viable postulate that there is a variety of groupings within 
society rather than the single large group represented by the 
generalized other. These groups Znaniecki terms "social 
circles" which subscribe to certain values and hold certain 
attitudes. Membership of such reference groups or social 
circles requires that the individual must to some extent 
either share such attitudes and values or be willing to change 
somewhat to become an effective group member. However, an 
individual may find himself a conscripted member of a group 
within which he must operate and interact. Such groups in­
clude the child's class at school or the company or platoon 
to which the new soldier finds himself allocated. Within 
such larger groups numerous sub-groups tend to develop and 
the individual usually identifies with one or more such groups. 
Nevertheless, the nature of institutions such as schools with 
children in classes and houses is such that the child frequent­
ly may be encouraged to compete on behalf of the group, behave
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in a certain way especially when in school uniform, or be 
directed by the teacher to apologise to the class for a mis­
demeanour. Such activities have the effect of producing one 
or more reference groups within the compass of the individual s 
experience that the individual considers or takes account of 
when attempting to predict the consequences of his future 
actions. Group acceptance tends to become a more desirable 
and sought-after quality as the child moves from the state of 
egocentrism at about three or four years of age to a more 
structured life-style which becomes increasingly complex with 
age. For the purposes of this study the child's school class 
is regarded as a significant reference group (or social circle 
in Znaniecki's terms) and is used as such in the research.
Little if any, empirical research has been conducted to verify 
the existence of, or importance, that the generalized other 
(as defined by Mead) has for the self-concept. An attempt to 
explore the influence which the generalized other (as one of 
the individual's referents within society) has on the develop­
ment of the other- self is reported in this study.
Mechanisms of Symbolic Interactionism Involved in Self 
Acquisition
According to the theory of symbolic interactionism the capac­
ity for self-reference is one of the prime requisites for the 
development of the self. This is the reflexive aspect, ger­
mane to the other-self, wherein the individual comes to view 
himself as an object. The ability to use and respond to 
symbols is the first requirement for self-reference. Language 
is the most obvious and most important system of symbols used
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by the individual to designate himself as an object. For an 
individual to do this, first requires that he be able to des­
ignate other objects (both animate and inanimate) symbolically 
and then be able to name himself as an object that is discrete 
from those objects that are within the compass of his exper­
ience. This involves the use of the personal pronouns "I",
"me" and "mine as well as the children's names, since child­
ren frequently, and perhaps first, designate themselves bv 
their own names as they speak of themselves in the third per­
son. With this minimal linguistic capacity young children 
begin to differentiate themselves as objects within their 
world; it is a world of animate and inanimate objects, includ­
ing physical things, people who are significant or important 
to the child (termed significant others), and groups of people 
with common ideas, beliefs and philosophies that affect the 
development of attitudes within the individual. As a result 
of the acquisition of language, the child learns to designate 
a variety of objects within his environment. The development­
al process continues in a way that the individual becomes cap­
able of self-reference from the perspective of that set of 
objects. This phenomenon was named social intelligence by 
Mead (1934) but is now more frequently referred to as social 
role-taking or social cognition, which is seminal to the dev­
elopment of the other-self concept.
The Mechanism of Social Cognition or Social Role-Taking 
Mead (1934, p.141) described social intelligence (or social 
cognition) as being dependent upon^the given individual's ab­
ility to take the roles of or 'put himself in the place o f  the 
other individuals implicated with him in given social situ­
ations and upon his consequent sensitivity to their attitudes
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ts
toward himself and toward one-another. it is a cognitive pro­
cess or group of processes which have been described by Shantz 
(1975) as a major means by which one person comes to know and 
understand another person. Selman (1971b) describes the con­
cept more definitively as "understanding the nature of the 
relationship between the self's and others’ perspectives," 
whilst Hewitt (1976) describes it quite simply as "observing 
the conduct of others toward the thing that is oneself." By 
taking the role of another we are able to see ourselves as 
others see us, or to put it more precisely, role-taking en­
ables us to see ourselves as we think others see us. This 
subtle difference is all important for the social adjustment 
of the individual and for interaction with others in the soc­
iety. The processes associated with social interaction, acc­
ording to Meltzer (1964) include delaying, organizing and 
selecting a response to the stimuli of the environment, which 
implies that the individual constructs his act, rather than 
responds in predetermined ways. The individual is not a mere 
passive agent; he is able to direct and control his behaviour. 
This makes explicit the distinction between the social behav­
iourism inherent in symbolic interactionism and the classical 
Watsonian Behaviourist approach.
Mead points out that people respond to each other on the 
basis of imaginative activity; the process of thinking. Mead 
describes as an "inner conversation." The individual is 
conceived of as a "society in miniature" (Meltzer, 1972) who 
may engage in interaction with himself, just as two or more 
different individuals might. Consensus, or the sharing of 
meanings in the form of common understandings and expectations
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is, according to Mead, essential for effective communication 
and interaction. Participating individuals must be able to 
attach similar meanings to the same gesture, action or commun­
ication, for co-operative action. The fact that each individ­
ual responds according to his phenomenological viewpoint re­
duces the degree of consensus. Further to this, words have 
different connotations-for different individuals, and gest-- 
ures, facial expressions and signals, including tone of voice, 
enter into and alter, or even determine, the content of the 
communication. An absolute consensus is therefore highly 
unlikely. However, the degree to which meanings and under­
standings are shared, in general determines the effectiveness 
of the interaction.
Social cognition, with its reflexive qualities is also 
affected by the degree to which meanings and understandings 
are shared, since social cognition develops out of social 
interaction and reflective thinking. Effective social cog­
nition requires that the individual abandon egocentric modes 
of thought characteristic of the very young for an operational 
mode of thinking wherein the individual is capable of differ­
entiating between self and others' needs, expectations and 
perspectives. Shantz (1975) points out that understanding 
others in this sense is not merely a matter of "learning more" 
about people in some quantitative sense, but it involves the 
organisation of what one knows into "systems of meaning or 
belief." The development of reflective thinking which is a 
prerequisite for social cognition and the development of the 
other-self is worthy of consideration for the purposes of 
this study. The onset of reflective thinking most likely 
occurs when the infant first realises that certain actions
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(for example, crying) will produce satisfying consequences 
(for example, food). In other words a contingency is estab­
lished (through the learning process) between the action and 
the consequences of that action. This is an example of the 
socialization paradigm which is too simplistic to be termed 
social cognition per se, because the former process is little 
more than classical stimulus-response Behaviourism, whilst 
the latter additonally involves a degree of reversibility of 
thinking, reflective thinking and integration of this into 
existing thought structures.
The sources from which the individual is able to develop 
social cognition and the other-self are termed significant 
others (Elkin, 1950). For a child reared in a traditional 
western family these significant others include mother, 
father, siblings, teachers, peers, other relatives and 
neighbours. The relative importance of these significant 
others differs for each individual and changes with age. For 
the newborn, the mother is all important and others are of 
little or no consequence; the father usually becomes signifi­
cant early in life as do siblings, neighbours and perhaps 
grandparents and other relatives, depending on their proximity 
and amount of interaction with the child. The teacher is 
usually attributed with great significance once the child has 
begun at school at around four or five years of age, whilst 
peers tend to become more important with the onset of adoles­
cence. The function of the significant other is to act as a 
mirror in which the individual may view himself. Vygotsky 
(1966) has suggested that "we become ourselves through each 
other."
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The development of social cognition or social role-taking has 
received little research attention until the last decade.
Mead's theory of symbolic interactionism may be regarded as 
a description or an analysis of the mechanisms of socially 
based human development and as such it gives no guidelines 
as to how this analytical scheme may be used in research. 
Piaget's theory, however, aroused great interest from the late 
1950's onward and some of this research focussed on the diffic­
ulties the young child has in inferring other people's 
thoughts, feelings and motives. More recently, Selman (1973b) 
and Selman & Byrne (1974) have studied the development of 
role-taking in early and middle childhood and have postulated 
the existence of a set of levels or stages in the acquisition 
of social cognition. The lowest level is attained at approx­
imately four years of age, however, Selman suggests that it 
is between six and ten years of age that egocentric modes of 
thought are abandoned and the child achieves two important 
representations: first he is able to infer the other's feel­
ings, intentions and thoughts with some accuracy and secondly, 
he becomes able to understand that he, himself, can be the 
object of another person's thinking.
Just as social cognition is known by a variety of names, so 
the tasks and measures that are used in the study of it are 
different. Selman (1971b) used a physical representation of 
rooms in a house, with the subject actually sitting in one 
room and attempting to predict if he or the experimenter 
could see into more rooms. Wilson & Shantz (1977) used pic­
tures on board and on cubes to assess the child's ability to 
recognize that the experimenter's visual or tactual experience
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differs from the child's, whilst Nahir & Yussen (1977) used 
pictures and inappropriate stories to relate social cognition 
to modes of child-rearing. Essential to all of the tasks, 
however, is the requirement that the child take another's 
perspective. This discussion of recent research into social 
cognition will be resumed in the introduction to the chapter 
reporting the present research into the development of social 
cognition.
SOCIAL COGNITION AND THE OTHER SELF 
Whereas social cognition invol^s conceptions of other people's 
perspectives and understandings, the other-self or social 
self is a much more personal concept since it is based on an 
individual's feelings about himself, which are derived from 
his significant others and society in general acting in the 
capacity of the individual's mirrors. The two concepts are 
distinct though their origins are identical. Their origins 
lie in the phenomenal or perceptual field first described 
by Snygg & Combs (1949). Social cognition may be regarded 
as the more dynamic process that is involved in the common 
or everyday experiences and interactions that the child has, 
first with his family and later with others in his ever in­
creasing society. It involves an awareness or a sensitivity 
to the social milieu in which the individual develops and 
may be conceived of as innumerable self-referenced perceptions 
that are derived from interactions with significant others 
and significant groups within society.
The other-self is a more stable facet of the self-concept.
It develops within and is differentiated from the phenomenal 
field as self-reference becomes possible. Shantz (1975) and
31
Holland (1977) both state that the relationship between social 
cognition and the social self (which is comprised largely of 
the other-self) is both real and important. Social cognition 
may be regarded as a most significant process involved in the 
creation of the product that is the other-self. However, this 
relationship has not been the subject of empirical study.
The general aim of this study is to develop sufficiently two 
instruments to measure social cognition and the other-self 
in four to nine year old children and then to use these 
instruments to study the development and interrelationship 
of the two concepts. Two general hypotheses are advanced:
General Hypothesis I
That the development of social cognition and the other-self 
commences at about the age of four years and becomes better 
defined and more differentiated with age.
General Hypothesis II
That the measure of social cognition will to some extent 
monitor the development of the other—self.
These hypotheses will be stated in more detailed form and in 
more operational terms in the relevant subsequent chapters.
CHAPTER II
THE RESEARCH DESIGN: DEVELOPMENT AND DESCRIPTION OF THE
MEASURES
Psychological measurement and description of mental processes 
and constructs,together with diagnosis and treatment of mental 
or personality disorders,are the very substance of applied 
psychology but these essential practices are the subject of 
continuing debate and the source of controversy both within 
the discipline of psychology and also within the broader 
community. One of the main problems is that of inference; 
behaviour is observed and inferences about mental processes or 
psychological constructs are made. Unlike the physical 
scientist, the psychologist is unable to measure directly the 
variables or components that interest him. Nevertheless, 
psychology is a young science and its use of instruments, 
which in spite of some imperfections, can be justified in 
terms of the need to discover and explain more about human 
behaviour. But indiscriminate use of unreliable and unvalid­
ated instruments or instruments unsuited to the subjects under 
study cannot be justified.
For the present study, measures that use the approach of 
symbolic interactionism in a phenomenological way, were 
required. Additionally the measures needed to be suitable for 
use across the age range of four to nine years. A search of 
Psychological Abstracts, Dissertation Abstracts together with 
Johnson and Bommarito (1971), Wylie (1974, 1968), Walker (1973) 
and Buros (1972, 1974) yielded no suitable measures. Symbolic 
interactionism has generally been regarded as a description of
a set of mechanisms that do not easily form the basis for 
research. However, Stryker (1972b) described the use of symbol­
ic interactionism in an approach to family research which has 
relevance for this thesis. Two interrelated questions dis­
cussed by Stryker are pertinent: first, the socialization^- 
paradigm and secondly the corollary to the socialization 
process, namely, personality development.
The attributes of symbolic interactionism to be employed in 
this study include other individuals (that is objects) 
significant to the developing child (referred to as"signific­
ant others"),social cognition or social role-taking with its 
quality of reflective thinking, and the other-self which is 
the phenomenological, socially-derived facet of the self.
For the above reasons, a decision was taken to develop two 
measures (i) of Social Cognition and (ii) of the Other Self 
that embody the attributes described above. The main thrust 
of the present research is an exploration of the development 
of the other-self and its relationship to social cognition 
based upon everyday situations in the life of the child. For 
this reason and because time and financial and human resources 
did not permit it, the measures were not the subject of a 
large-scale developmental study. Nevertheless the measures 
developed have the status of being the subject of both 
reliability and validity studies albeit on a limited sample 
of children; this was not so in many measures of the self 
reviewed in tïie abovementioned compendia.
THE RESEARCH DESIGN
The existing measures of social cognition and the other-self 
reviewed were unsuitable for use in the present study because 
of one or more of the following reasons:
(i) unsuitability for the total age range 
in this study 
(ii) they did not relate to the society in 
which the child was growing 
(iii) generally they had not been the subject 
of validation and only occasionally a 
reliability study.
As a result, the overall research design was developed to 
allow for the creation of suitable measures (see Fig. 2.1). 
The design consists of four phases beginning with:
I) an exploratory study which was concerned mainly with 
language considerations
II) a pilot study to evaluate and modify the measures
III) a pilot experiment which served the dual purposes of 
providing data
a) for assessing the reliability and validity 
of the measures and
b) for some tentative hypothesis testing and 
generation of new hypotheses
IV) the main study experiment
Sampling Details
The samples for the various studies were drawn, from schools 
in rural Bedfordshire and therefore any attempt at generaliz-
PHASE I
PHASE II
PHASE III
PHASE IV
Phenomenological 
Exploratory Study 
Language, Items
X 7-
Pilot
Evalua
Study to 
te Tests
r
Pilot Experiment
Reliability & Validity, 
Hypothesis Generation
7-
Main Study 
Experiment
Fig. 2.1 The Research Design
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ation of findings from the selected samples to any other groups 
should be done with considerable caution. It was significant 
that no coloured children attended any of the schools in the 
sample: this was an artifact of the school selection proced­
ure and not an inherent requirement of the study.
Because of the nature of the test materials and the use of the 
significant others (Mother and Father), teachers were asked to 
withdraw from the samples any children from broken homes or 
from one-parent families.
Children from a single school were used for the exploratory 
study, the pilot study and the pilot experiment (Phases I to 
III inclusive) whilst children from six other schools were 
used in the main-study experiment. The school used for Phases 
I to III was regarded as being reasonably representative of 
the population of rural Bedfordshire. This school is described 
in detail below. Description of the remaining schools used 
in the main study is deferred to Chapter IV which introduces 
the main-study experiment.
Sampling Procedure
A six by two factorial design to test for age and sex differ­
ences was chosen for the main empirical study, which of ne­
cessity influenced the structure or stratification within the 
various samples.
The names of all children on the class registers (excepting 
those indicated by the teacher as having come from broken or 
one-parent homes) were written on numbered tickets and placed 
in piles according to age and sex. The individual piles were
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then placed in a hat and a random draw was made until the 
required cell number was attained. For the main study, 
three reserves were drawn for each cell to allow for wastage 
due to removal from the school during the course of the study 
or in the case of parents' refusal of permission for their 
child to participate in the study.
Sample Sizes and Structure
(i) Phases I & II: The Exploratory and Pilot Studies
A randomly selected sample of 28 children was used in these 
studies. The sample consisted of 14 four and five year olds 
and 14 eight and nine year olds with equal numbers of males 
and females in each group. (see Table 2.1).
Table 2.1
Structure of Sample for Exploratory and Pilot Studies 
(Phases I & II)
Age (Yrs) 4 £ 5 8 £ 9 n
Boys 7 7 14
Girls 7 7 14
(ii) Phase III: The Pilot Experiment
A randomly selected sample of 50 children was used in this 
study. This sample consisted of 10 children from each of 
the age groups four years through to nine years (see Table 2.2) 
having equal numbers of males and females in each age div­
ision.
Table 2.2
Structure of Sample for Pilot Experiment (Phase III)
Age (Yrs) 4 5 6 7 8 9 n
Boys 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 .
Girls 5 5 5 5 5 5 30
(iii) Phase IV; The Main-Study Experiment
A randomly selected sample of 180 children (drawn from six 
schools different from the one used in Phases I to III in­
clusive) was used in this study. This sample consisted of 
30 children from each of the age groups four years through 
to nine years (see Table 2.3) having equal numbers of males 
and females in each age division.
Table 2.3
Structure of Sample for Main-Study Experiment
Age (Yrs) 4 5 6 7 8 9 n
Boys 15 15 15 15 15 15 90
Girls 15 15 15 15 15 15 90
DEVELOPMENT OF THE MEASURES ; EXPLORATORY AMD PILOT STUDIES 
A conveniently located lower school in rural Bedfordshire
was chosen for the conduct of the exploratory and pilot 
studies. School enrolment was approximately 90 children with 
ages in the range 3 years to 10 years inclusive. A cross- 
section of parental occupations was represented in the school 
a few were professionally employed, some in business, but 
the majority were employed in either farming or manufactur­
ing pursuits, for example, the local brickmaking plant.
The school was organized into 4 classes. The nursery class 
consisted of 3 and 4 year olds who attended regularly on 
either a part-time or full-time basis, according to parents' 
wishes and on the advice of the teachers. Other classes 
were composite in nature and allowed progression according 
to the individual child's ability to cope.
The exploratory and pilot studies (Phases I & II) were con­
ducted in a clinical (one-to-one) situation and had the 
aims of developing and successively refining the instruments 
to be used in the testing programme for the measurement and 
study of the development of the Other Self and Social Cog­
nition in four to nine year old children. The procedure 
used was similar to that described by Moss (1978) as a 
"problem-solving .approach to test construction."
The initial phase in the test development was concentrated 
on the four areas listed below:
(i) the appropriate language to employ in the 
testing situation;
(ii) the meaning that the scale of five faces 
(described below) had for four to nine 
year old children;
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(iii) the selection of situational questions to 
form items for use in the test of social 
cognition;
(iv) the selection of significant others for
use in assessing social cognition and the 
other-self. This included consideration 
of the influence of the child's class in 
school as a reference group and Mead's 
(1934) much broader concept of the gen­
eralized other.
(Note: Throughout the thesis reference to "Class" refers
only to the child's class in school, unless other­
wise specified).
(i) Language
Early in the exploratory study it became obvious that very 
simple language constructs had to be employed in the clinic­
al testing situation. Therefore the aim to use such simple 
language constructs necessitated the use of concrete refer­
ents, Hence, everyday or prosaic situational events and 
actions were to be the bases of the social cognition meas­
ure. Four adult judges generated thirty simple descrip­
tions of "good" and "bad" actions of young children such 
as helping Daddy mend the car, making toast, spilling your 
dinner on the table or doing a painting for Mum. (The com­
plete list used is shovm in Appendix I). At this stage the 
aim was to determine how meaningful such phrases were and 
whether they could be used within the context of self­
reference when related to significant others. A phenomen­
ological approach was taken to study the appropriateness 
of language and item content for four to nine year olds.
The aim was to discover the meaning that the words intended 
for use in the tests had for the children. It was found 
that some commonly used words and phrases, for example tore 
your book", were not understood by all four year olds.
Words and language constructs that were found to be too diff­
icult were changed or modified and reassessed. A minimum 
of structure was imposed in the interview in the early stages 
of Phase I and wherever possible the words and explanations 
proffered by the children were those incorporated in the 
measures. The valence (that is, the desirability or undesir­
ability) of an action changed with age from 4 years to 9 
years. Adult judges had judged the action of drying the 
dinner dishes to be a positive or desirable act. For many 
4 year olds it was a negative act since* they stated that 
parents would be very displeased with them because they 
might drop and break the dishes. Older children tended to 
be more consistent in judging the act as positive.
Piaget (1957) has suggested that concepts associated with 
perception of time are not easily grasped by young children 
before attaining the stage of concrete operational thinking. 
With these findings in mind, a considerable time was spent 
with many 4 and 5 year olds to find a meaningful way of 
communicating the concept of "generally" or "usually" as in 
"generally a good boy/girl". Simple questions were asked 
which employed the concept of "generally" and the words or 
phrases "usually", "mostly"; "most of the time" and "nearly 
always" were substituted for «generally". A follow-up check­
ing question was asked when a meaningful answer was given.
Sample Checking Questions
1. Do you generally/usually/ /nearly always/ have
ice cream for school dinner?
2. Do you generally/ /or etc/ use a pencil at school?
3. Are you generally/ /or etc/ late for school?
The phrase "nearly always" was found to be the most meaning­
ful, Both words "nearly" and "always" are in common use with 
4 and 5 year old children and the concept appears to have 
meaning for them. Question 3 (above) referring to lateness 
for school frequently aroused mild hostility in regularly 
punctual children when asked,"Are you nearly always late for 
school?", whilst for children who were frequently late a 
subdued and sometimes guilty^"Yes" was a common response 
often followed by some explanation related to the school bus 
arriving late. This question appeared to elicit responses 
from the children that had similarities with the "surprise 
phenomenon" (Charlesworth, 1969) reported in the Piagetian 
conservation studies and supports the contention that 
"nearly always" is a meaningful phrase for the children.
Language chosen for the test construction was subjected to 
the type of scrutiny described above and was successively 
modified until it was thought that the most meaningful 
words and constructions were incorporated into the tests.
(ii) The Scale of Five Faces
Faces showing varying degrees of the emotions of happiness 
and unhappiness were chosen as an appropriate means with 
which to construct a scale and record the children's res­
ponses. Borke (1973) noted that by the age of three years.
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children could differentiate between happy and unhappy re­
actions and that perceptions of sad and angry feelings de­
veloped later. The scale of faces developed was intended 
for use with both measures, but was presented in a slightly 
different form for the second measure (see Figs. 2.3 and 
2.4) .
The scale consisted of 5 white, 10 centimetre square cards 
each one having a face drai-m on it as follows and. as shown 
in Fig 2.2, below:
(i) A broadly smiling face
(ii) A smiling face
(iii) A neutral face
(iv) A frowning face
(v) A heavily frowning face
Fig. 2.2 Representation of the 5 cards
Randomly selected children in the age range were asked to 
describe the 5 faces. Typical responses were as follows:
(i) The broadly smiling face
"very happy", "very happy indeed", "very 
pleased", "a big smile".
(ii) The smiling face
"happy", "pleased", "smiling", "nearly as 
happy as that one" (No. 1).
(iii) The neutral face
"in between", "a little bit happy and a 
little bit sad", "puzzled", "calm".
(iv) The frowning face
"sad", "unhappy", "angry".
(v) The heavily frowning face
"very sad", "very unhappy", "very angry", 
"sadder than that one" (No. 4), "very, 
very upset", "very cross", "very mad".
Children were then asked which card they thought would be 
"very good" and which would be "very bad". All ^s chose the 
broadly smiling face for "very good" and the heavily frown 
ing face for "very bad".
The Scale * s Sequence
Children were asked to find both the happy and the sad faces 
and place the happy faces on one side and the sad faces on 
the other side. Next, by making a paired comparison of the 
two happy (or sad) faces the child was asked to point to the 
happier (or sadder) face which was placed on the outside of 
the less happy (or less sad) face. In this way the two ex­
tremes of the scale were established. The child was then 
asked where it would put the remaining (that is, neutral) 
face.
All children tested of the age 4 years and above were able 
to successfully construct the scale.
(iii) Situational Questions for Social Cognition
Four adults generated thirty statements which described both 
good and naughty actions of four to nine year olds. (The
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original statements are listed in Appendix I). The state­
ments were then discussed with children in the following 
ways ;
(i) "VThat have I done if I tore my book?/ helped 
Dad mend the car?" etc.
"Have you done this?" Some words such as 
"tore" were found to lack meaning for some 
children in the lower age range. Such items 
were discarded.
(ii) "Is it good or naughty to dry the dishes?/ 
scribble on the wall?/ eat all your school 
dinner?"etc. In this way the valence (that 
is, positive or negative qualities) of each 
action was determined for the children in 
the various age groups. As previously 
mentioned, drying the dishes is not regarded 
as a positive act for all four year olds. 
Items where the children's judgement of 
valence was not consistent with adults or 
not consistent throughout the age range were 
omitted.
Discriminability of Items
The randomly selected sample of 28 children (Table 2.1) was 
used in a study to assess the discriminating power of the 
remaining items. The scale of faces described above was used 
and children were asked to point to the face to show what 
Mum/Dad/Teacher would think of them if they "broke a cup/made 
a cup of tea/swore or said naughty words", etc. Response
categories used were noted for each of the items. Items 
which yielded responses in three or more categories (that is, 
three or more faces were indicated as appropriate reactions 
of the significant others mentioned) were regarded as items 
with good discriminating power. The items with the response 
categories used are shown in Table I in Appendix I and the 
items that were selected are shown below in Table 2.4, 
page 50 of this chapter.
(iv) Selection of Significant Others
A technique similar to that used for item selection was used 
to select the significant others for use in the two measures. 
Initially, "Mum", "Dad", and "Teacher" were used for item 
discriminability assessment and to these were added siblings 
that were named by the children together with named aunts, 
uncles, grandparents and a neighbour. For the generalized 
other concept, it was found that the term "all the people that 
know you" had meaning for children in this age range after 
they are asked the question"Who are all the people that know 
you?" The responses usually included peers, neighbours, the 
local shopkeeper, milkman, etc, as well as grandparents, 
aunts, uncles, cousins and so on. It is doubtful, however, 
that many four year olds can respond meaningfully in terms of 
this more global concept because of cognitive constraints 
and the criticisms levelled at the concept of a generalized 
other in Cliapter I.
Meaningful responses to "the Class" were obtained for all age 
groups. The concept of the class is an example of a very 
meaningful reference group or social circle described by
Znaniecki (1940)- It is a group that collects together each 
school day, it identifies usually with one teacher in lower 
schools, it is spoken of as a corporate body, for example, 
"This is a good class" and members of the class may often be 
exhorted to do things such as work hard for the class points
score
The discriminability of the significant others appears to be 
a function of. their immediacy for, or proximity to the child. 
Significant others, such as aunts, uncles and grandparents 
that may not be in daily contact with children have less dis­
criminating power in relation to the eight selected items 
than mother, father, teacher or sibling. For aunts, uncles 
and grandparents, the children's responses suggest a more 
permissive relationship than for significant others with whom 
they were in daily contact.
The significant others selected for use in this study were: 
M'other, F ather, Teacher, the ;gibling closest in age to the 
subject, (or if no siblings then a neighbour), the Class, and 
the Generalized Other ("all the people that know you").
Open-ended use of the measure involving additional significant 
others (such as uncles who dwell in the home of the subject) 
is discussed in Chapter III, vAich deals with.the reliability 
and validity of the two measures.
A description of the two measures developed and the procedures 
for their use now follows.
DESCRIPTION OF THE MEASURES 
TEST A: SOCIAL COGNITION
The aspect of social cognition under study is the child's 
perception of what significant others (Mother, Father, Teacher 
and Sibling or Neighbour) as well as his Class peers as a 
whole and Generalized Other ("all the people that know you") 
feel about him in everyday situations.
Administration Time : 12 to 15 minutes per child
The Instrument
(i) A set of 10 toy models of people, approximately 7 cms 
high containing 3 different men, 3 different women,
2 different boys and 2 different girls. Each model has
a letter of the alphabet on it for identification.
(See Appendix 2).
(ii) A small coin to represent the Class, a larger coin to
represent the Generalized Other.
(iii) A set of 5 white 10 cm square cards, each card having 
a face drawn in it as follows :
1. A broadly smiling face
2. A smiling face
3. A neutral face
4. A frovming face
- 5. A face with a marked frown
Fig. 2.3 Representation of the 5 cards for testing for
aspects of Social Cognition.
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Procedure
Each child is invited to have a talk with the experimenter.
It was considered that "a talk" presented the child with a 
more serious purpose than "a game". Newson (1977) noted that 
some bright children, when invited "to play a game" with the 
experimenter, actually played a game and gave responses that 
attempted to deceive, whereas the same children when asked not 
to play but to respond according to how they really felt res­
ponded in a more reliable manner.
(i) Familiarisation Phase
(a) The 5 cards are randomly displayed on a table before 
S who is asked to find the happiest and saddest face. 
£  is then asked to place the happiest face "here" 
(point to £'s right). £  is then asked to find the
"next-happiest face" and place it "here" (point to 
space adjacent to the happiest face) and then the 
"next saddest" which is placed adjacent to the sad­
dest face. The "neutral" face remains and the child 
is asked what he thinks this one is and where should 
we put it. The space between the happy and sad 
faces is fairly obvious and almost all children 
chose this immediately. The child's attention is 
then drawn to the sequence represented by the faces 
by asking him to say what the faces are, starting 
either with "very happy" or "very sad" (or 'Very 
cross ««which is preferred by some children). The 
scale is discussed with £  to ensure that the sequence 
is clearly understood.
(b) The toy models are then displayed before £  v/ho is
asked to select models to represent Mum, Dad, Teacher
and Sibling (or Neighbour if £  has no siblings).
For the purposes of this thesis the sibling closest 
in age to £  was selected.
(c) £  is then told that we are going to use "this coin
(the smaller one) for all the children in your class" 
and "this coin for all the people that know you".
It was found to be worthwhile spending a little time 
discussing who are some of the people that are in 
the class and "who are all the people that know you". 
Prompts such a mention of grandparents, uncles, 
aunts, as well as neighbours, the shopkeepers, 
paperman, usually elicit others from the child.
(ii) S is then asked to place each of the selected models
and the 2 coins on one of the cards to indicate that
person's (or group of persons') response (s) to each of 
the situational questions listed below in Table 2.4
Table 2.4 Situational Questions to Assess Social Cognition 
"Show me what (Mum/Dad/Teacher/and Sibling or Neighbour/the 
Class and all the people that know you) would think of you if 
you: 1. gave him/her a cuddle?"
2. broke a cup?"
3. spilt your dinner on the table?"
4. did a painting for him/her?"
5. ate all your school dinner?"
5. scribbled on the wall?"
7. made a mess on the floor?"
8. vjouldn't go to bed when told?"
Sample Instruction and Practice Item
"Whom will we start talking about first? Mummy? If the 
response is in the affirmative then continue as follows: (If
not modify wording appropriately).
Show me what Mummy would think of you if you gave her a pres­
ent? Take this model of Mummy and place it here if she would 
be very happy with you (on the broadly smiling face); here if 
she would be happy (smiling face); here if she would be in 
between or a bit happy and a bit sad (neutral face) etc. to 
"very sad".
This procedure is repeated for each of the selected models 
such that £  has an array of responses before him representing 
his expected reactions to him after carrying out the action.
The order of the response descriptions is reversed (from 'very 
happy' to 'very sad' and 'very sad' to 'very happy') to avoid 
a positive or negative bias in £' s responses. The child is 
free to choose the order in which the models are placed on 
the faces.
After the practice items and the first test item it is usually 
not necessary to repeat fully the instructions,"Place it here 
if she would be very happy with you .... here if she would be 
very sad or cross with you". It is sufficient to merely ask 
the question "Show me what .... would think of you if you .« « ? 
or with the older children "Show me what they would think of 
you if y o u  ?"
The models and coins are left on the faces until all six have 
been placed in response to each of the 8 questions. That is, 
the child is able to view his expected reactions from the
significant others in relation to each question. Some £'s 
choose to reflect upon their responses or upon the juxtaposit 
ion of models and may choose to change the location of one or 
more of the significant others before the set of responses to 
that question is completed.
Recording and Scoring Test A: Social Cognition
The S*s responses are recorded on the evaluation sheet shown 
in Appendix 3. The identifying letters on the models selected 
by S are recorded on the sheet beside the column name for each 
significant other. This ensures that E is able to record 
accurately the responses when more than one male or female 
model are used (for example, in the case of a female teacher 
and mother).
The broadly smiling face is awarded a score of 5, the smiling 
face 4, neutral 3 and so on down to 1 for the marked frown. 
Scores for each of the six significant others, (including the 
Class and Generalized Other) are recorded giving a possible 
sub-total of 40 (that is, 8 items x possible score of 5) 
for each column or significant other. These sub-totals can 
then be summed to yield a possible overall total for Social 
Cognition of 240 (that is, 8 questions or items for each of 
the 6 significant others x possible score of 5 on the faces 
scale). The range of Social Cognition scores is from 48 
( 8 x 6 x 1 )  (items x significant others x minimum score 
on faces scale) to 240 ( 8 x 5 x 5 )  (items x significant 
others x maximum score on faces scale).
TEST B; THE OTHER SELF
This measure is usually, though not essentially, administered 
immediately after Test A for Social Cognition. The Social
Cognition Measure appears to have a "toning-up" effect on £  
for the Other Self Measure since the £  is relating to specific 
contexts well within the compass of his experience when res­
ponding to the Social Cognition questions, whereas the Other 
Self question tends to be more abstract. It is suggested by 
Holland (1977) and Lee (1976) that in younger children the 
developing Other Self is very dependent upon and saturated 
with aspects of Social Cognition (as it is measured in Test A.)
Administration Time: 7 to 10 minutes per child
The Instrument
(i) A rectangular sheet of cardboard approximately 20 cms 
by 50 cms- At the top centre of the long axis is a 
spot on which a model is placed whilst the bottom 10 cms 
of the sheet is divided into five, 10 cm squares. The 
squares each have a simple face drawn in them identical 
to those used in the measure of Social Cognition already 
described, and as shown in Fig. 2.4.
W
Fig. 2.4 Representation of board used for testing Other, Self.
(ii) The set of 10 toy models used for Test A: Social Cog­
nition. (The same models chosen to represent the 
significant others for Test A continue to be used for 
this test if it is administered following Test A: Social 
Cognition).
(iii) A small coin to represent the Class and a larger coin
to represent the Generalized Other (as used in Test A: 
Social Cognition).
Procedure
If Test B is administered after Test A, E says:
"On this board we have the same set of faces but now this one, 
the very happy one, means nearly always or most of the time, 
a very good boy/girl. This one, the happy one, means nearly 
always a good boy/girl. This one (point to neutral face) 
means nearly always a little bit good and a little bit naughty, 
this one means nearly always a naughty boy/girl and this one, 
the very cross one, means nearly always a very naughty boy/ 
girl."
This step is repeated in reverse order of faces to ensure 
comprehension of the meaning of the scale.
If Test B: The Other Self is administered in isolation then
obviously the S has to select from the toy models his signif­
icant others and receive an explanation of the set of faces.
Sample Instruction
"Whom shall we now start talking about?" (The selected model 
or coin is placed on the spot on the card.) E touches head 
of model or the coin and asks: "Does Mummy (or appropriate
name) think you are nearly always a very good boy/girl (point 
to a very happy face), nearly always a good boy/girl (point 
to happy face) ..... etc. to nearly always a very naughty 
boy/girl" (point to a very unhappy or very cross face). £  is
asked to place the model on the appropriate face. £  then 
selects the next significant other (including the coins to 
represent the Class and the Generalized Other) until a response
for each of the six significant others is obtained.
The models and coins are left on the faces until all six have 
been placed. Some £'s choose to reflect upon their responses 
or upon the juxtaposition of models and may choose to change 
one or more before the set of responses is completed. Changes 
are usually made when a child wishes to show that one signif­
icant other thinks he is better (or more naughty) than another 
significant other.
Recording and Scoring Test B : The Other Self
The S's responses are recorded on the same evaluation sheet
used for Test A: Social Cognition and shown in Appendix 3.
The broadly smiling face (that is, nearly always very good) 
is awarded a score of 5, the smiling face 4, and so on down 
to 1 for the heavily frovming face. Scores for the six sig­
nificant others are summated which yields a range of scores 
from (6 X 1) (significant others x minimum score on faces 
scale) to 30 (6 x 5) (significant others x maximum score 
on faces scale).
The following chapter forms a discussion of the interpretation 
of scores together with the reliability and validity of the 
measures developed.
CHAPTER III
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INSTRUI-IENTS
The pilot experiment (Phase III, Fig. 2.1) was used primarily 
to assess the reliability and validity of the measures of 
social cognition and the other-self. After an account of 
the development of the measures (Chapter II), reliability 
and validity indicées are now examined.
Reliability
Guilford (1965) defines the reliability of any set of 
measures as "the proportion of their variance that is true 
variance." The total variance of a set of measures is com­
prised of true variance and error variance. True variance 
is assumed to be the genuine value of whatever is being 
measured and is the value that should be obtained with a 
perfect instrument applied under ideal conditions.
The components of error variance are regarded as occurring 
independently and randomly. They contribute to the total 
variance in no systematic way; they tend to increase meas- 
ureraents as often as they decrease them and hence it is 
assumed that as the number of errors increases, the mean 
of the error variance approaches zero. However, Guilford 
(1965) points out that with some instruments, administered 
under certain conditions, this assumption does not hold.
Wood (1961) cites three principal sources of chance vari­
ation in scores that should be minimised or avoided. The 
first, scorer unreliability, refers to inconsistencies that
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arise because the score, to a great extent depends upon the 
particular person who does the scoring. For the present 
study this source has been almost eliminated since the scale 
of faces provides for a given or fixed score for any response 
that the child chooses to make. Content unreliability refers 
to unreliability that arises from poor sampling of the con­
tent. Because of the age of the children under study and 
the clinical nature of the measures, consideration had to be 
given to the amount of time that the tests could hold the in­
terest and attention of an average four year old. This fact­
or was the main deterrent to adding more items to the meas­
ures. For this reason it was decided to limit the test to 
eight items. However, lengthening a test does not necessar­
ily improve the content reliability nor make items more rep­
resentative of the criteria being studied. The careful dev­
elopment and selection of the items was intended to minimise 
content unreliability; any increase in time for administra­
tion (because of an increase in number of items) would prob­
ably be counter-productive since it could introduce fatigue 
into the testing situation and hence, possibly reduce fur­
ther the reliability of responses. The third source of un­
reliability is termed temporal unreliability by Wood and re­
fers to the factors such as practice effect, that might lead 
an individual to get different scores on a test if it is ad­
ministered to the same person on two or more occasions. This 
source of unreliability was not particulary relevant to this 
study since there are no "right" nor "wrong" answers and only 
the other self measure was the subject of a re-test.
Psychological tests, according to Guilford (1955) can be 
divided into two broad categories; homogeneous and hetero­
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geneous. Homogeneous tests are described by Guilford as be­
ing functionally uniform or, in the extreme case, factorially 
unique (that is, they measure only one factor, ability or 
trait). Most measure more than one ability or trait which 
conjointly contribute to an overall score. Functionally 
homogeneous tests are expected to be internally - consistent, 
that is, the parts of the test all tend to measure the same 
general attribute. When speed of answering is not a factor 
in the overall test result, then the split-half method, or 
one of its variations, is most appropriate.for assessing the 
reliability of the measures. The social cognition measure 
developed is regarded as a functionally homogeneous measure; 
its overall aim is to tap reflexivity of thinking associated 
with social situations and significant others. Under a later 
section of this chapter dealing with features of the meas­
ures, the possibility of the existence of two related dimen­
sions (authoritarian - permissiveness and acceptance - re­
jection) in the measure of social cognition is discussed.
Tests are regarded as heterogeneous if the components meas­
ure quite different traits or characteristics. Internal- 
consistency is therefore low and the re—test method is most . 
appropriate for assessing reliability. Guilford points out 
that there can be very low internal-consistency and yet sub­
stantial or high re—test reliability. On the other hand, 
Guilford suggests that it is probably not true that there 
can be high internal-consistency and at the same time low 
re-test reliability except after very long time intervals.
Re—test reliability was considered the most appropriate for 
the other-self measure since it comprises one item with six 
responses to that item. Each response is discrete and re­
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lates to a different significant other; it does not follow 
that a child's perception of how one person regards him is 
necessarily related to or influenced by his perception of 
the regard in which another holds him. It was expected that 
internal-consistency among the responses in the other-self 
measure would be low.
Validity
The concept of validity relates the measuring instrument to 
the purpose of the testing. In effect validity asks the 
question: Does this test measure what the test constructor
wants it to measure? Measures may be valid for one popula­
tion, for example, four to nine year old children, and in­
valid if used for a different population such as an older 
group or one from a different culture.
Validity is usually discussed in terms of one or more of 
the following categories: content validity, predictive
validity, concurrent validity and construct validity. (Van 
Dalen, 1966). The differences in the above categories re­
fer only to methods of assessing validity; the aim of each 
is to explore the extent to which a test seirves its purpose.
Predictive validity, according to Van Dalen (1966), refers 
to the ability of em instrument to predict some future out­
come such as success in school or in a career. This method 
is somewhat time consuming since it involves comparison of 
the test results with later performance in the relevant 
sphere (school or career).
For content validity the test constructor analyses the con­
tent of the qualities or abilities that he intends to ap­
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praise and then structures a representative instrument to 
measure the various aspects of that content. Procedures 
used in the present study for the selection of appropriate 
language and items for use in the two measures suggest that 
the criteria for content validity have, to a considerable 
extent, been satisfied.
For concurrent validity the procedure is similar to that for 
establishing predictive validity, except that performance 
on the measure being developed is related to performance on 
another measure or other measures that purport to tap the 
same attributes. This is done at approximately the same 
time, thus obviating the need to wait for results as in the 
case of predictive validity. If the other measures being 
used for concurrent validation are not in themselves very 
reliable nor valid then their worth for predicting validity 
of other instruments is correspondingly diminished.
Construct validity examines the constructs (abilities, 
traits, aptitudes or characteristics) that are hypothesised 
to explain the aspect of human behaviour supposedly being 
measured. The investigator in this instance is interested 
in understanding the nature of the properties being meas­
ured and hence construct validation involves appraisal both 
of the test as well as an assessment of the theory behind 
the test (Van Dalen, 1966). Content, construct and concur­
rent validity assessment techniques were employed for the 
present study.
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The Meaning of Scores on Measures of Social Cognition and 
Other Self
The discussion now focusses on the possible meaning or the 
interpretation of scores of the two measures, social cognitr* 
ion and the other-self (or SC and OS). For each response 
in each of the measures, the numerical range of scores assess­
ed on the faces scale is from one to five; for the social 
cognition measure sub-totals (regarded as sub-test scores) 
for each of the significant others have a range of from 
eight (that is, a score of one for each of the eight items) 
to forty (the maximum of five for each item). The range of 
total scores for all social cognition responses is therefore 
from 48 to 240.
For the other-self measure the range of scores is from six 
(that is, a score of one for each significant other) to 
thirty (the maximum of five for each significant other).
It would be convenient for each of the measures if the high­
est scores implied the optimum degree of social cognition 
or those with the optimum self-concept and the lowest 
scores indicated the least desirable degree or amount of 
those qualities. This cannot be so because of the nature 
of the measures. For example, children who score the maxi­
mum or near the maximum on the social cognition measure are 
probably indicating a very high degree of ego-centrism in 
their responses.
In effect, they are demonstrating that they perceive a very 
permissive phenomenal field and that they believe that the 
significant others regard them as either "good" or "very 
good" for all types of actions referred to, irrespective of
whether those actions have a positive valence or a negative 
valence. Children who have scores at the lower end of the 
scale perceive a phenomenal field in which they rarely do 
right since the lowest scores imply rejection for good and 
bad actions alike.
Social Cognition Scores
Social cognition, as measured in this context may be regard­
ed from two viewpoints; first, the degree of accuracy of 
the social cognition and secondly, if social cognition has 
anything to do with social adjustment, then where on the 
range are the scores that indicate better social adjustment? 
Stryker's (1972a) hypothesis that "the adjustment of the in­
dividual (adult), is a function of the accuracy with which 
he can take the role of other(s) implicated with him in 
some social situation" was not generally supported by the 
data. Shantz (1975) also commented on the plausibility of 
this hypothesised relationship between social cognition and 
adjustment, but could offer no empirical evidence to support 
the existence of such relationship. Stryker (1972a) in a re­
examination of the data found some support for the existence 
of what v;as called a "vulnerability hypothesis." The 
(adult) subjects were cast into one of two groups, either 
vulnerable (consisting of highly traditional parents, depen­
dent parents and low-agreement parents) or (b) less-vulner­
able (consisting of low-tradition parents, independent par­
ents and high agreement parents). With the vulnerable group 
poor adjustment was significantly related to accurate role- 
taking or social cognition. The better-adjusted in the vul­
nerable group had, according to Stryker, low accuracy in role-
taking and apparently relied upon blocks to communication 
for defense. In the less-vulnerable group the trend was re­
versed but was significant only for the non-traditional sub­
group .
For the present study, it is possible for children with 
scores that are the highest, lowest, or in the middle of 
the range to be totally accurate in their social cognition. 
That is, a child with very low SC scores may be quite ac­
curate in his perceptions that others would reject him, or 
alternatively, a child with very high SC scores may be 
equally as accurate in his perceptions that, whatever he 
does, people will generally think well of him, (see Appen­
dix 4 , Case Study No.7, "Sean," who is also commented 
upon in the Discussion section of this chapter). Because 
low SC scores involve self-rejection, they are presumably 
the more distressing responses to make. High SC scores, 
which imply perceived pleasure associated with the individ­
ual’s actions are the more attractive responses and there­
fore are probably less likely to be accurate in their re­
flection of reality.
The second point raised above, that is pertinent to this 
study, refers to the possible connection between the range 
of SC scores and social adjustment. Children who attain 
high SC scores apparently perceive a very permissive percep­
tual field, whilst those with very low SC scores perceive 
a very punitive perceptual field. It would seem appropri­
ate to suggest that scores nearest to the age means would 
be the scores of children who perceive a more normal percep­
tual field. If social adjustment is related to SC, then
presumably, children whose SC scores were closest to their 
age means would be the better adjusted. In the absence of 
previous research with young children in this area, it was 
decided to explore the possibility of the existence of such 
a relationship.
Other Self Scores
A somewhat similar situation obtains with the other-self 
scores. Children having the maximum score perceive all 
their significant others as regarding them as being "nearly 
always very good" whilst those with low other-self scores 
have strongly rejected themselves in relation to their sig­
nificant others. Scores closest to the group means are 
likewise regarded as the scores of better adjusted children. 
This contention has support from the literature related to 
self-concept: Taylor & Combs (1952) noted that well-adjust­
ed sixth grade children would more often admit statements 
of self-reference that were unflattering but true; a degree 
of self-depreciation was regarded as a virtue. Block & 
Thomas (1955) conceived of maladjustment as lying at both 
ends of the continuum. They felt that too high a degree of 
self-satisfaction was due to suppressive and repressive 
mechanisms which caused a person to be rigid, over-controll­
ed and aloof whilst persons too little satisfied with self 
lacked ego defenses and the ability to control emotions.
It was hypothesised, for the purposes of validation, that 
the scores of children closest to the group means on the 
other-self measure would indicate better adjustment than 
would the scores of children closer to the extremities of 
the range of scores. The index of adjustment used for this
purpose was the Day-School edition of the Bristol Social 
Adjustment Guide (B.S.A.G.), (Stott, 1974), The B.S.A.G. is 
described by Stott as a means of detecting and assessing be­
haviour disturbances (maladjustment) within the school sett­
ing. It consists of a set of phrases, initially generated 
by teachers, which are used to describe the child. The 
teacher underlines the relevant phrases on the assessment 
sheet which are then scored in terms of the five Core Syn­
dromes (Unforthcomingness, Withdrawal, Depression, Incon­
sequence and Hostility); the results of these are then 
grouped into two main scales representing the under- and 
over- reacting modes of maladjustment (termed Unract and 
Ovract). Six items are not included in the above modes and 
are items identifying a Neurological Syndrome. Stott coun­
sels against adding the three modes since Unract and Ovract 
tend to be negatively correlated (-.3625). The internal 
reliability of the measures using the Coefficient Alpha 
technique is as follows :
Unract . 8293
Ovract . 9098
Neurological Symptoms . 4542
These measures have also been the subject of extensive 
validatory studies, (see Stott, 1974), which have related 
the B.S.A.G. to delinquency, truancy, home-life (working 
and non-working mothers), premature children, asthmatic and 
other children of poor health, accident-prone children and 
those coming from stressful family situations. The optimum 
score for each of the three B.S.A.G. behavioural modes is 
zero; any scores above zero may be regarded as "disturbance"
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scores on the particular mode and the higher the score the 
greater the degree of maladjustment.
METHOD
Subjects
The children used for the pilot experiment (Phase III, Fig. 
2.1 of Research Design) were those described in Table 2.2 of 
Chapter II, page 38. They consisted of 60 randomly selected 
children having 10 from each of the age groups four years 
through to nine years and having equal numbers of males and 
females in each age division.
Apparatus
The following tests were used;
(i) Social Cognition and Other Self measures described 
in Chapter II.
(ii) The Bristol Social Adjustment Guides (Stott, 1974)
(iii) The Quick Test (QT) Dual Form, Ammons and Ammons 
(1969). (This was used throughout the testing to 
assess IQ's of the subjects in order to check on the 
representativeness of the population being used. 
Numerous reliability studies of the QT have been done 
and reliabilities range from .75 to .98 with the dual 
form of the test being used. The QT has been the sub­
ject of validation studies, and correlations of .77
to .96 have been found with the Stanford Binet and 
Wechsler Scales (see Ammons & Ammons (1969) ).
Procedure
The children were withdrawn individually from their classes
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and taken to a nearby room for testing. The social cognition 
and other-self measures were administered as described in 
Chapter II. Two weeks later a re-test of the other-self 
measure only, was conducted for reliability purposes. The 
QT was administered at about this time and the B.S.A.G. forms 
were progressively distributed to the relevant teachers for 
completion. Ten children were selected on the results of 
their other-self scores for the purpose of case studies.
Three of these children had very high other-self scores, 
three had scores near their age group means and four had 
low or very low scores. The case studies took the form of 
teacher interviews wherein the child's teacher was initially 
asked if he/she would describe the particular child. The 
teacher was asked to comment on the following, if these 
areas were not commented upon spontaneously: the child's
nature, for example:
kindly/selfish, even-tempered/unpredictable, 
interaction with peers, teacher, other teachers 
and school staff.
social maturity - whether immature or mature 
behaviour for child's age.
— opinion of home—life — whether secure, insecure/
stable, love or rejection in the home, parents 
interested or otherwise.
attention-seeking behaviour with teacher and peers, 
success in school work.
The interviews were conducted by an independent person who 
was a trained teacher. Notes were made of the teachers 
comments and the child descriptions (included in Appendix 4)
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were later shown to the child's teacher for verification.
Names of the children were changed to preserve their anon­
ymity .
TREATMENT OF THE DATA
1. The Quick Test
IQ's for the subjects were calculated and the means and stand­
ard deviations of these IQ's were computed as an indicator 
of the extent to which the sample was representative of the 
wider population. A two-way analysis of variance (sex x age) 
was computed to test for significant differences between 
the IQ means.
2. Social Cognition and Adjustment
Data relating to the exploratory study of a possible relat­
ionship between social cognition (SC) and social adjustment 
were analysed as follows:
The means and standard deviations of the totals of SC scores 
were computed. Ss were then cast into one of three groups 
for comparison on their B.S.A.G. scores.
Group 1 Low SC; (SC scores greater than
1 stanine (0.66 standard deviations) 
below the relevant age group means).
Group 2 Middle SC: (SC scores between
1 stanine below and 1 stanine above 
the relevant age group means).
Group 3 High SC: (SC scores greater than
1 stanine above the relevant age 
group means).
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(See Appendix 5 for details of these three groups).
One-way analyses of variance of the scores on the three 
B.S.A.G. modes (Unract, Ovract and Neurological) were inde­
pendently computed to make comparisons across the three 
groups formed on the basis of their SC scores.
3. Reliability
Alpha coefficients, (Cronbach, 1970) were obtained for the 
full SC test and for each of the six sub-tests or sub-totals 
of eight SC items. Retest coefficients were calculated for 
the other-self (OS) measure.
4. Validity
(a) Social Cognition (SC):
The intercorrelations of the sub—totals (or sub-tests) of 
the eight items, for each of the significant others, were 
computed to determine the degree of consistency of responses 
or consensus across the range of the significant others.
Mean correlations were computed (using transformations of 
Fisher's Z coefficients) for the SC matrices. Mean SC correl­
ations may be regarded as being indicative of the overall per- 
ceived consensus among the six significant others for the ac­
tions in the eight SC items. If Ss had actually been able to 
ask the significant others what their responses would have 
been, instead of estimating those responses, then the mean 
correlations would represent the degree of actual consensus 
among the significant others. Because the SC responses rep­
resent the subjects' perceptions of attitudes held by the 
significant others, then the mean correlations may be regard­
ed as the degree of consensus perceived in the phenomenal 
field based upon those significant others.
/u
(b) Other Self (OS):
(i) The intercorrelations of the responses for each of the 
significant others were computed. Mean OS correlations were 
also computed and may be similarly regarded as indicative of 
the overall perceived consensus among the six significant 
others when related to the one OS item. (It was previously 
suggested that the internal-consistency of OS responses (or 
consensus among the significant others) would not be as high 
in the OS measure as for the SC measure. The SC situation­
al items or actions are likely to achieve more uniformity
in perceived significant other responses since actions such 
as "scribbling on the wall" are more likely to elicit similar
responses than the OS item "What does ....  nearly always
think of you?").
(ii) The means and standard deviations of the totals of OS 
scores were computed. Subjects were then cast into one of 
three groups for comparison on their B.S.A.G. scores. The 
method of group formation was identical to that used above
(for SC) but instead was on the basis of the OS scores.
(See Appendix 6 for details of these groups). Likewise, 
analyses of variance of the scores of the three B.S.A.G. 
modes were computed to make comparisons across the three 
groups on the basis of their OS scores.
The Case Studies;
Case studies of ten children were considered as a possible 
source of validation of the measures and are reported upon 
in the Discussion section of this chapter.
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Incidental Clinical Findings;
Throughout the Discussion section of this chapter, especial­
ly in the part dealing with the features of the items, ref­
erence is made to clinical findings which were noted at the 
foot of individual children's record sheets. Some of these 
arose spontaneously as children verbalised their thoughts, 
others were in response to the request by E for an explan­
ation of a response and in several instances they were 
prompted by teachers in the schools. Such findings clearly 
require empirical validation because a causal relationship 
has not been demonstrated. These findings should be re­
garded as having the status of data that arose within the 
clinical testing situation that were not able to be quan­
tified but are nevertheless illuminative in their content 
and nature.
RESULTS
All quantifiable raw data collected are summarised in table 
form and shown in Appendix 7.
A table of means for the Quick Test IQ measure is shovm ' 
below (Table 3.1).
The grand mean (100.7) and standard deviation (16.87) were 
very close to the expected mean of 100 and s.d. of 15. The 
male QT mean score was above the grand mean whilst the female 
mean was proportionally below it. A two-way analysis of 
variance (sex x age) yielded non-significant results. For 
sex, F = 0.16; l,54df, whilst for age, F = 0.09; 2,54 df.
The analysis of variance table is shown in Appendix 8.
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Table 3.1 Means and standard deviations (s.d.) of
Quick Test (IQ) data for pilot experiment. 
(N = 60; Cell size = 10)
Sex 1 Age (years) Total
4/5 6/7 8/9
Males
110.4
(22.39)
95.9
(11.56)
107.7
(15.86)
104.66
(17.78)
Females
102.8
(13.39)
96.9
(18.84
90.5
(11.71)
96.73
(15.17)
Grand Mean
100.7
(16.87)
The means and standard deviations of the social cognition 
scores are shown below in Table 3.2. On the basis of these 
data, the scores for the total sample were cast into one of 
three groups (High, Middle and Low SC scores) shown in 
Appendix 5. - -
Table 3.3 below shows the means for the three groups (formed 
on the basis of SC scores) for scores in the three behav­
ioural modes of the B.S.A.G. namely; under-reactive, over­
reactive and neurological.
I
For each of the three behavioural modes of the B.S.A.G., 
children with high SC scores had the lowest B.S.A.G scores. 
Analyses of variance for each of the modes to compare the 
group means were computed. Values for F are shown in Table 
3.3; none attained significance at the 0.05 level. The 
analysis of variance tables are included in Appendix 9.
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Table 3.2 Means and standard deviations (s.d.) of
Social Cognition Scores (Reliability Data) 
(N = 60; Cell size = 10)
Sex Age (years) Totals
Males
4/5 6/7 8/9
136.86
(20.13)
131.30
(17.36)
140.70
(25.49)
138.60
(17.32)
Females
150.30
(20.25)
135.80
(14.47)
139.20
(13.01)
141.76
(16.87)
Overall 
Means 
& s.ds.
140.80
(20.78)
138.25
(20.33)
138.90
(14.92)
139.31
(18.57)
Table 3.3 Means of B.S.A.G. scores for High, Middle 
and Low Social Cognition Groups
B.S.A.G. Social Cognition Group 'F' Value
Low (n=18) Middle (n=26) High (n=16) df=2,57
Unract 1.56 2.03 0.62 2.08
Ovract 4.78 3.96 2.68 0.56
Neurological 0.22 0.15 0.06 0.76
Note; All *F* values were non-significant
(p > 0.05).
Reliability Data
The overall coefficient alpha for the full social cognition 
test of 48 items was .8770.
The alpha coefficients for each of the SC sub-tests (they 
are sub-totals for the eight items when related to each of 
the six significant others) are shown below for the three 
age groups as well as for the total sample. (Table 3.4)
Table 3.4 Alpha coefficients for the six SC sub-tests
for age groups and total sample.
Sub-test Age Group (years)
4/5 6/7 8/9 Overall
Coefficients
(n= 20) (n= 20) (n= 20) (N= 60)
Mother .7635 .6322 .6904 .6945
Father '.3934 .5578 .5059 .4976
Teacher .7019 .3840 ,6442 .5888
Sibling .8387 .7380 .2009 .7506
Class .6200 .4653 .4323 .5403
*People .6080 .7125 .4654 .6136
*Note; "People”refers to the generalized other or 
"all the people that know you".
The retest reliability for the other-self measure was found 
to be as follows:
4/5 r= .8109
6/7 r= .9200
8/9 r= .9229
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Validity Data
The means and standard deviations of the other-self scores 
are shown below in Table 3.5. On the basis of these data, 
the scores for the total sample were cast into one of three 
groups (High, Middle and Low OS Scores) shown in Appendix 6.
Table 3.5 Means and standard deviations of Other-Self 
Scores, (Reliability Test No.l) s.d. in 
brackets (N = 60, Cell Size = 10)
Overall 
Means 
& s.ds.
8/9 yrs6/7 yrs4/5 yrs
25.0621.6027.6026.00
Males
(4.01)(3.16)(3.09)(3.29)
24.5322.3024.1027.20
Females
(3.91)(4.02)(3.72)(2.39)
24.8021.9525.5826.60
Totals
(3.94)(3.54)(3.78)(2.87)
Table 3.6 shows the means for the three groups (formed on 
the basis of OS scores) for scores in the three behavioural 
modes of the B.S.A.G.
Table 3.6 Means of B.S.A.G. scores for High, Middle 
and Low Other Self Groups
B.S.A.G.
Other Self Group 'F' values
Low (n=16) Middle (n=19) High (n=25) df = 2,57
Unract 1.56 1.00 1.88 0.88 n.s.
Ovract 4.06 0.94 5.96 4.64 sig>p^0.05
Neurological 0.25 0.10 0.12 0.78 n.s.
A trend clearly exists for the OS scores: for each of the
three behavioural B.S.A.G. modes the Middle OS group had the 
lowest mean scores (that is, the Middle OS groups scores, on 
the B.S.A.G., were closest to the optimum or zero score).
The High OS group was highest on the Unract and Ovract modes 
whilst the Low OS group was highest on the Neurological 
mode. An analysis of variance for each of the three modes 
to compare the groups was computed. Values for F are shown 
in Table 3.6; a significant difference occurred on the 
Ovract mode (F = 4.64, p < 0.05). The differences on the 
Unract and Neurological modes were not significant. The 
analysis of variance tables are included in Appendix 10.
Intercorrelations of the sub-totals of the eight SC items 
for each of the significant others are shown in Table 3.7.
Table 3.7 Product Moment Correlations of sub-totals
of the eight items for each of the Signifi­
cant Others in the Social Cognition Measure 
for the total reliability sample (N = 60)
Mother Father Teacher Sibling Class People
M .64** .64** .40** .34** .64**
F .55** .37** .37** .59**
T .30** .38** .58**
S Mean correl = 0.48** .41** .29*
C .51**
* Significant at the 0.05 level
** Significant at the 0.01 level
All correlations were significant. The mean correlation 
which may be regarded as indicative of the degree of con­
sensus among the perceived significant other SC responses, 
was r = 0.48. Similar tables of correlations for the age 
groups ( 4 & 5 years, 6 & 7 years and 8 & 9 years) are 
included below (Tables 3.8, 3.9 and 3.10).
Table 3.8 Product Moment Correlations of Sub-totals
of the eight items for each of the Signifi­
cant Others in the Social Cognition Measure 
for 4 & 5 year olds (N = 20)
Mother Father Teacher Sibling Class People
M .55** .64** .32. .23 .59**
, F ,57** .11 .32 .52*
1 ^
.34 .28 .46*
s Mean Correl = 0.40 .44* .15
c .26
p
* Significant at the 0.05 level
** Significant at the 0.01 level
Table 3.9 Product Moment Correlations of Sub--totals
of the eight items for each of the Signifi-
cant Others in the Social Cognition Measure
for 6 & 7 year olds (N = 20)
Mother Father Teacher Sibling Class People
M .77** .49* .52* .54* .71**
F .54* .71** .64** .68**
T .14 .55** .64**
S Mean Correl = 0.58** .40 .35
C .79**
P
* Significant at the 0.05 level
** Significant at the 0.01 level
Table 3.10 Product Moment Correlations of Sub-totals
of the eight items for each of the Signifi­
cant Others in the Social Cognition Measure
for 8 & 9 year olds (N = 20)
Mother Father Teacher Sibling Class People
M .64** .80** .65** .43 .69**
F .68** .48* .31 .64**
T .74** .40 .80**
S Mean correl = .62** .58** .63**
C .61**
P
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level
A summary table of mean correlations for each of the age 
groups is shown below (Table 3.11).
Table 3.11 Mean product moment correlations of Sig­
nificant Other Sub-totals of SC scores
4/5 yrs 6/7 yrs 8/9 yrs Total
N 20 20 20 60
Mean r .40 n.s. .58** .62** .48**
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
n.s. not significant ( p >  0.05)
Mean correlations increased across the age groups which in­
dicated that a greater consensus among perceived significant 
other SC responses occurred with increasing age. The 4/5 
year mean correlation did not reach significance.
Intercorrelations of the responses for each significant 
other on the OS measure were computed and are shown in
/y
Table 3.12 below. All correlations were significant except 
for F-P and S-P. The mean correlation which may be regard­
ed as the degree of consensus among the perceived signifi­
cant other OS responses, was r = 0.40.
Table 3.12 Product Moment Correlations of Other- Self
responses for each of the Significant Others 
for the total reliability sample (N = 60)
Mother Father Teacher Sibling Class People
M .31* .39** .47** .55** .29*
F .68** .30* .44** .16
T .55** .59** .29*
S .39** .11
C Mean Correl = 0.40** .39**
P
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
Note: "People" refers to the generalized other or "all
the people that know you".
Similar tables of correlations for the age groups 4 & 5 
years, 6 & 7 years and 8 & 9 years are included in Appendix 
11.
A summary table of mean correlations for each of the age 
groups is shown below (Table 3.13).
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Table 3.13 Mean Product Moment Correlations of
Significant Other responses on the OS measure
4/5 yrs 6/7 yrs 8/9 yrs
Overall
Mean
N 20 20 20 60
Mean r .37 n.s. .36 n.s. .40 n.s. .40 **
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
n.s. not significant ( p 0.05)
None of the age group mean correlations attained signifi­
cance and correlations were generally low.
DISCUSSION
The mean IQ score of 100.70 for the pilot experiment sample 
lends support to the contention that this sample is reason­
ably representative of the wider population. A two-way 
analysis of variance (sex x age) yielded non-significant 
differences and very low F values (F = 0.15; 1,54 df;
F = 0.09; 2,54 df respectively). See Appendix 8 for 
analysis of variance table. The male mean (IQ = 104.56) is 
greater than the female mean (IQ = 96.73) and normally with 
tests having a large verbal component the reverse situation 
obtains. The QT is verbal-perceptual in nature and Templin 
(1957) cited by Brimer & Dunn (1962) has reported that in 
such tests, male mean scores tend to be higher than female 
means.
Reliability
One of the most frequent sources of unreliability in tests 
or measures that involve self-reports or responses express­
ing opinions, is the tendency of the respondents to give the 
perceived socially-approved responses. This phenomenon is 
more prevalent with older groups of subjects than with young­
er ones. The ingenuousness of young children tends to pro­
duce honest and reliable responses in lieu of perceived 
socially—approved responses. In the use of the social cog­
nition and other-self measures, it was observed that children 
tended to become very involved with the apparatus and appear­
ed to be quite frank and forthright in responding.
The Scale of 5 Faces was the subject of considerable study 
during the development of measures phrase, however, subse­
quent to this. Miles (1978) has conducted tests using the 
same scale in group-administered situations with a large 
sample of eight to twelve year old children. These studies 
have found the Faces Scale to be both reliable and valid as 
a means of measurement of attitudes.
Little support was found for a connection between social 
adjustment (measured by B.S.A.G.) and the social cognition 
scores. All 'F' values were non-significant (see Table 3.3) 
and no clear trend emerged in the data. However, the re­
sults lend a little support to Stryker's ( 1 9 7 2 a )vulnerabil­
ity hypothesis. The high SC group, mean B.S.A.G. scores, 
suggested better adjustment whilst the lower SC groups means 
were the highest for Ovract and Neurological modes, suggest­
ing poorest adjustment. It was stated earlier in the chap­
ter that high SC scores would perhaps be less accurate than 
lower SC scores because high SC scores are the more attract­
ive type of responses for children to make. If this is so, 
then some support for the vulnerability hypothesis exists
Ü2
since the low SC group is the poorest in adjustment as meas­
ured on the B.S.A.G.
The retest reliability coefficients for the OS measure were 
quite high and increase across the three age groups from .81 
to .92. The measure appears to be reasonably stable in the 
short term.
The nature of the SC measure having a combination of nega­
tive and positive items produced some low sub-test coeffic­
ients within the age groups where samples of 20 were used, 
however, for the full sample, acceptable levels of reliab­
ility for each of the sub-tests were obtained, whilst the 
overall SC test reliability was .8770.
Validity
The hypothesis that the (eraeircD of^children closest to the 
age group means on the other-self measure would be better 
adjusted (according to their B.S.A.G.) than children whose 
OS scores were closest to the extremities of the OS range 
was generally supported. The Middle OS group means on the 
three B.S.A.G. behavioural modes were all less than the 
corresponding means for High OS and Low OS groups. Only 
the Ovract means were significantly different (F = 4.64;
2,57 df; p < 0.05) but this is the most discriminating mode 
in the B.S.A.G. The Neurological mode has six possible 
categories, the Unract mode has 41 possible categories 
whilst the Ovract mode has 63 possible categories. Stott
(1974) notes the "unobtrusiveness of under-reaction, and 
the difficulty, so far as Unforthcomingness, Withdrawal and 
Depression are concerned, in discriminating between differ­
ent kinds of not-behaving". This implies that teachers, in 
completing the B.S.A.G., are more likely to overlook Unract 
items than they are the Ovract items. Unract is also less 
reliable (r = .83) than Ovract (r = .91). Additionally the 
B.S.A.G. is a measure of observable evidence of disturbance 
whilst both the OS and SC measures aim to test feelings and 
attitudes that are essentially covert but are projected 
through the use of the test materials.
The intercorrelations for significant other data for each 
of the SC and OS measures (Tables 3.7 and 3.12) indicate 
the expected greater internal-consistency in the SC measure 
than within the OS measure. The SC mean correlation was 
0.48 whilst the OS mean correlation was 0.40. In the SC 
measure the mean correlations increased with age from 0.40 
for the 4/5 years group, to 0.58 for the 5/7 years group to 
0.62 for the 8/9 years group (Table 3.11). This steady 
increase in mean correlations is interpreted as an increas­
ing consensus about the actions or situations within the 
eight SC items. Correlations with the SC Sibling responses 
and the SC Class responses tended to be the lowest (Sib = 
0.30 to 0.41; Class = 0.34 to 0.51; Table 3.7). The clinic­
al data discussed below provides an explanation of this.
For some children, the perceived relationship between them­
selves and their sibling or themselves and their class tend­
ed to be deviant inasmuch as items with a negative valence 
(such as scribbling on the wall) would elicit a response 
showing high approval. The opposite, that is, low approval 
for items having positive valance, also tended to occur with 
such children. When an explanation was sought for such res-
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ponses, the reply usually suggested that the sibling (or 
class) did not like the individual and that he (or they) 
would like to see him in trouble. In some instances, the 
reply for inquiries relating to self-class perceptions in­
dicated that the response was associated with attention- 
seeking behaviour in the class situation. This type of 
response for self-sibling perceived relationships diminish­
ed with age (for the 4/5 years group, sib correlations 
range from 0.11 to 0.44; Table 3.8 and for the 8/9 years 
group correlations range from 0.48 to 0.74, Table 3.10).
For self-class perceived relationships evidence of atten­
tion-seeking behaviour remained since correlations of class 
with others in the 8/9 years group ranged from 0.31 to 0.43 
and attained significance only when related to Sibling res­
ponses when the correlation was 0.58. (See Tables 3.8, 3.9 
and 3.10 for age group intercorrelations.)
The generalized other concept (denoted by "People" in the 
tables) is worthy of consideration. For all ^s its high­
est correlations were with Mum, Dad and Teacher (r = 0.64; 
r = 0.59 and r = 0.58 respectively)^ however, the summary 
table for all £s (Table 3.7) masks age group differences.
In the 4/5 age group correlations were lowest (all were be­
tween 0.15 to 0.59, Table 3.8); in the 6/7 years group, 
correlations increased, whilst correlations between 0.61 
and 0.80 occurred in the 8/9 years group (Table 3.9). The 
8/9 years group correlations for People-Teacher (Table 3.10) 
was highest (r = 0.80) and lowest for People-Class (r = 0.61) 
whilst for People-Sibling, (r = 0.63). The lower "People" 
correlations found within the 4/5 years group are probably 
a result of the difficulty that the concept of a generalized
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other has for young children. This difficulty would pre­
sumably reduce the reliability of the item for younger 
children. At the other end of the age range (that is, 8/9 
years; Table 3.10), it is interesting to note that People- 
Mum, People-Dad and People-Teacher correlations are consid­
erably higher than the People-Sibling and People-Class cor­
relations (Class being the only other group or corporate 
significant other). This suggests that for this age group, 
the generalized other concept is more related to self-per­
ceptions derived from parents and teachers* attitudes than 
it is related to perceptions derived from the more juvenile 
Sibling or Class when used as referents.
The OS item "Show me what ...... nearly always thinks of
you" asks a very different question from the situational 
items in the SC measure. This difference became manifest 
in the incidental comments that arose in the testing situ­
ation. Some children, especially the older ones, clearly 
differentiated between negative SC items which they scored 
low and the OS item for the same significant other which 
yielded high or very high feelings of worth. Explanations 
offered, suggested for example, that "Mum (or Dad etc) 
would be very cross if I spilt my dinner on the table but 
I know that they think I am nearly always a good boy."
The internal consistency of the OS measure was found to be 
lower than that in the SC measure and there was little change 
in mean correlations across the age groups in the OS measure 
(Mean correlations for 4/5 years, r = 0.37; for 6/7 years, 
r = 0.36; for 8/9 years, r = 0.40; Table 3.12.) See also 
Appendix 11:
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This was predicted since it was thought that there was no 
reason for feelings of self-worth derived from one person 
to be necessarily related to or influenced by feelings of 
self-worth derived from another. This does not exclude the 
possible existence of a general feeling of self-worth de­
rived from the community at large or the phenomenal field 
represented by the generalized other. Correlations of the 
OS generalized other ("People") responses with the remain­
ing significant others were generally very low within the 
three age groups which may be interpreted as follows: 
either the ability to relate to and derive feelings of 
self-worth from such an abstract concept as a generalized 
other is very limited in four to nine year old children or 
alternatively the more immediate significant others (Mum,
Dad, Teacher, Sibling and Class) are the main sources of 
feelings of self-worth. The latter is probably the more 
tenable for the two older groups (6/7 years and 8/9 years), 
since significant and.apparently meaningful correlations of 
the generalized other with the remaining significant others 
(excepting Sibling in the 6/7 years group) occurred on the 
SC measure. The perceptions, derived from when the gener­
alized other is related to the SC situational items, correl­
ated quite highly (from 0.61 to 0.80; Tables 3.9, 3.10) with 
the SC perceptions derived from the more immediate signifi­
cant others. With the 4/5 years age group, a combination of 
both the above explanations (the abstractness of the general­
ized other concept and the immediacy of significant others) 
is probably the better interpretation.
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Case Studies and Validity
The ten case studies of individual children give some cred­
ence to the validity of the OS measure in particular, since 
teachers' comments related generally to adjustment and be­
haviour within the school situation. The complete case 
studies for each child are included in Appendix 4.
Case studies No. 4, Robert, aged 5 years; No. 5, Thomas^ 
aged 7 years and No. 9, Samantha, aged 8 years, were of 
children whose OS scores were close to their age group means 
and hence were regarded as being better adjusted. The 
B.S.A.G. scores were zero (the optimum) for Samantha and 
Thomas whilst Robert's B.S.A.G. totalled 3 (including a 
score of 2 on the under-reaction mode and 1 on the over­
reaction mode). The teacher descriptions suggested that 
these were fairly normal, happy and well-adjusted children. 
Robert was described as an "even-tempered little boy, pre­
dictable and very tired, ..... kindly, pleasant .... popu­
lar with his p e e r s  I like him as a person."..Thomas
was described as a "model p u p i l  wonderfully motiv­
ated ....  very kindly and very unselfish ....  but I have
the impression that he is a little demon at home..... home-
life seems secure relationships there seem good and
the parents are interested helpers at school". Samantha 
was described as "extremely even-tempered, very quiet but
will chatter to me about home and village l i f e ..... kindly,
sensible, predictable and socially mature ... She doesn't
seek attention unless she has problems with her work .....
She is always happy and never distressed or moody." The SC 
scores of these three children were below the age group mean 
for Robert and Thomas whilst Samantha's SC score v/as very
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close to the age mean. The Quick Test IQs for Robert and 
Thomas were about average (103 and 105 respectively) whilst 
Samantha’s IQ score was 118,
Four case studies of children with low OS scores were carri­
ed out. They were; No. 1, Lee, aged 4 years; No. 2, Ben, 
aged 4 years; No. 3, Alison, aged 6 years and No. 10, James, 
aged 9 years. These low or very low OS scores indicated 
varying degrees of self-rejection and low self-esteem when 
the significant others are used as referents. Insecurity 
and lack of self-confidence were mentioned as traits common 
to each of the three boys, Lee, James and Ben. Lee was des­
cribed as being "shy" and somewhat submissive - "other 
children tend to boss him around and he is a target for
bullies He is a nice little b o y  his mother and
father both go out to work and grandma seems to have a large
share in rearing the children ....  he is affectionate ---
he seems to seek security with adults." Lee’s B.S.A.G. 
scores supported the above description. His scores were: 
Unract = 4, Ovract = 0 and Neurological = 1 ,  his Quick Test 
IQ was 116.
Ben, James and Alison apparently have different reasons 
from Lee for the perceived rejection of themselves by others 
Each was described by his/her teacher as being "very temp­
eramental", "unstable and unpredictable" or "not even-tem­
pered". Whereas Lee tended to be somewhat withdrawn, the 
other three have elements of aggression, spite, selfishness 
or protest in their descriptions.
James, aged 9 years was described as "a shy, underhand 
character he has stolen cigarettes and resold them ...
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and has hidden extra work given by me in the garage .... he 
tries to buy favours and friendship with gifts of money ... 
he is frequently left on his own at home since his parents 
work in a club for long hours .... he is not given much 
attention." His IQ was rated at 89 but his teacher describ­
ed him as "bright but lazy". James* B.S.A.G. scores were; 
Unract = 0; Ovract = 9 and Neurological = 0. The inter­
pretation of these scores tends to be in agreement with 
the above description.
Alison, aged 6 years, had the highest of the four OS scores 
(OS = 19),however, elements of maladjustment were mentioned 
by the teacher in interview. Alison was described as "not
even-tempered ....  often squabbling with other girls ....
more selfish than kindly but likes to be helpful by clean­
ing up .... I think her selfishness is inherited .... home 
life seems normal but parents and grandparents do not relate 
well to the people in the village .... she is a good aver­
age pupil except when in a mood." Alison’s IQ was 74 and 
the B.S.A.G. scores were Unract = 0; Ovract = 13 and Neuro­
logical - 0. The Ovract score of 13 is high and suggests 
more maladjustment than the case study description implies.
Ben, aged 4 years, was described as "at times self-conscious 
.... spiteful .... too sophisticated for his age .... at 
times hot-tempered .. (having) one friend who is totally 
submissive .... very intelligent .... jealous of his older 
sister .... (having) just passed through a phase of not 
wanting to come to school." Ben’s IQ was 134 and his B.S.A.G. 
scores were Unract = 0; Ovract = 6 and Neurological = 0.
Ben’s OS score"V/as the lowest of any child tested in the
sample. Ben’s reported relationships with his parents were 
apparently difficult. His mother was described as a cripple 
who couldn’t ’cope with him’ whilst his father did not seem 
important to him - he drinks a lot. Some months after the 
initial testing, the teacher spontaneously remarked that 
Ben had changed and suggested that he should be retested.
A retest indicated change in both OS and SC scores. The 
OS score had risen from 10 to 26 - a marked improvement in 
self-esteem and the SC score had risen from 103 to 108 which 
is only a marginal change. Approximately six months after 
the initial testing, E was advised by the teacher that Ben's 
parents had separated and that Ben was now living with his 
mother.
For each of the abovementioned children the SC scores were 
low when compared with their age means. Alison’s SC score 
was 15 points below whilst Ben's score was 37 points below 
his age mean. Low SC scores imply the existence of a per­
ceived authoritarian regime within the child’s perceptual 
field since low scores on the items indicate degrees of 
perceived, anticipated anger, in the significant others, 
v/hen the child is referred to the situational items having 
negative valence, together with degree of perceived indif­
ference or rejection for the child’s involvement in the 
positive situation items (such as giving a cuddle or eating 
all his school dinner).
Case studies No. 6, Mathev;, aged 7 years; No. 7, Sean, aged 
7 years and No. 8, John, aged 7 years were of children whose 
OS scores were all high and SC scores tended to be higher 
than their age group means. All three had very high B.S.A.G.
Ovract scores (Mathew, Ovract = 14; Sean, Ovract = 19 and 
John, Ovract = 14). Unract scores were low for Mathew (2) 
and Sean (1) but John's Unract score was high (10). The 
Ovract mode, according to Stott (1974), includes the core 
syndromes of Inconsequence, (comprising behaviour described 
as: distractible, impulsive, hyperactive, attention-seeking) 
Hostility (comprising moody, sullen, provocative and aggress­
ive behaviour) together with Peer-maladaptiveness. (involving 
aggression, unpopularity, lack of control, domination) and 
Non-Syndromic Over-reaction (described as delinquency, peer 
group deviance, and defiance of social norms)i. In the teach­
er interviews both Mathew and John were described as "unpre­
dictable, immature and very moody". Sean was described as 
"a reasonably even-tempered boy who may have an occasional 
outburst." Sean's description categorises him as quite 
different from Mathew and John who have much in common. 
Dominant characteristics identified in Sean appear to be 
confidence, leadership qualities, frequent naughtiness "but 
has a likeable character that lets him get away with it .... 
a nice smile and a tv/inkle in his eye .... he doesn't often 
seek attention - he doesn't need to .... he is easily dis­
tracted by outside events and activities". Sean's IQ was 
105 and his SC score was a very high 173. His SC score 
suggests a perceived permissive regime within his perceptual 
field since he had rated the items highly to obtain that 
score. The above description of Sean suggests that his SC 
score was probably accurate since Sean apparently had the 
ability to act on and manipulate those within his perceptual 
field.
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Whereas Sean appeared from the description to have a happy 
life, Mathew and John did not. Their high OS scores were 
perhaps a manifestation of Stryker's vulnerability hypothe­
sis (Stryker, 1972a).which.refers to the existence of a pos­
sible "blocking of communication" as a defense mechanism 
when accuracy of perception was too threatening. John "had 
no close friends at school tended to fight often ....
(John's) main problem seemed to be lack of involvement with 
peers he is very often left on his own whilst his
parents run the family business .... he shows very little 
interest and his school results are very poor." John’s IQ 
was 90 and his SC score was marginally above the age mean.
Mathew was described as "spiteful to other children, depend­
ing on his mood, .... perhaps resentful or ashamed of the 
fact that his father was a half-caste Indian.... not very 
honest .... a bit shy and at times does silly things .... 
easily misled by other children .... school progress is 
poor - he is very lazy but appears bright at times." His 
IQ was 106 and his SC score was approximately 0.5 standard 
deviations above the age mean.
Inasmuch as the case studies provided clinical data about 
individual children, chosen on the basis of their OS scores, 
the findings may, with caution be regarded as evidence for 
the validation of that measure. To make any generalizations 
on the basis of so few case studies would be dangerous, 
however, the descriptions support the hypothesis that the 
better adjusted children have OS scores nearest to their 
age means. Those with both high and low OS scores tended 
to be described as unpredictable or temperamental. The
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situation is complex and unclear since, on the evidence, no 
dichotomy exists between high and low OS scorers. Only one 
low OS scorer (Lee), was reported to possess traits of shy­
ness and withdrawal and one high OS scorer (Sean), was re­
ported to possess traits of confidence and leadership. What 
does seem clear is that, departures from the OS age group 
means, imply an increased likelihood of maladjustment.
FEATURES OF THE MEASURES
The measures of social cognition and the other self devel­
oped and described in Chapter II have the capacity to arouse 
considerable interest in children in the age range under 
study. The use of toy models to represent significant 
others together with the task of constructing the scale 
of 5 faces are novel experiences for the child. Frequently, 
a considerable amount of thinking was invested by children 
in the selection of models as their attributes were matched 
with the significant others, for example, "this one can be 
Mummy because she (the model) has a pretty face." In ad­
dition the items, which require that the child structure 
himself within his social milieu in relation to his signif­
icant others are thought-provoking in nature. The behaviour 
of children undergoing the tasks suggests that many thought 
deeply about the items before responding and that for some 
children the responses were generally pleasurable experiences, 
whilst for others the responses tended to be stressful or 
painful if self-rejection was involved. Schaffer (1976) 
underlines the need to take cognizance of the processes in­
volved in situations such as those described above and
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suggests that psychologists need to pay attention to the 
experiencing infant rather than to the residual of his ex­
perience. Shields (in press) supports Schaffer’s conten­
tion by suggesting that:
"the oogri'it'ive psz/ahologtst and his child 
siibdeots are^ in a sense^ fellow workers
  In studies of social or emotional
development y the subject is similarly in­
volved in the development of concepts in 
the affective domain and that the child 
is forming a reasoned model of the social 
and personal worlds using ijiference and 
deduction y deriving logical models from 
his own and other peoplessocial actions 
and elaborating hypotheses y expectations 
and rules^ "
The tasks involved in the two measures may be regarded as 
assisting the child to structure a "reasoned model" of his 
"social and personal world." Three teachers of children 
from different schools, involved in the study, independent­
ly commented on a possible therapeutic effect that doing 
the tests had for individual children who were behaviour 
problems. One teacher, after requesting and receiving an 
explanation of the tests suggested that they provided per­
haps the first opportunity for her problem boy to consider 
himself (and reject himself) in the eyes of other people. 
Each of the three teachers became interested in the tests 
after noting behavioural change in problem pupils. This 
aspect was not pursued further but in a limited way it gives 
credence to the suggestions of Schaffer and Shields.
The social cognition measure may be regarded as a test con­
taining eight items and for this study, six sets of respon­
ses to those items were sought (relating to Mum, Dad, 
Teacher, Sibling, Class and Generalized Other), The other- 
self score is a single item test with six responses to that
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item. (î’That d o e s  nearly always think of you?) This
set of significant others was used for the pilot experiment 
(for the purposes of the reliability and validity tests) 
and the main-study experiment so that a cross-sectional 
study could be undertaken. However, its use is not restrict­
ed to these significant others only; it is possible to use 
the measures in an open-ended manner with individual child­
ren, to explore the child's perception of his relationships 
with others significant to him. For example, a head teacher 
requested that with one recalcitrant child, aged 8 years, 
who lived in a home where an uncle of about 20 years of age, 
plus two grandparents as well as siblings and parents re­
sided, the measure should be enlarged to include all the 
significant others in the home. This was done and the re­
sults suggested that the child perceived himself as being 
rejected very much by his uncle, his mother and grandfather 
but his siblings, whom he tended to lead into trouble, he 
perceived as regarding him favourably. The head teacher re­
ported that both she and the mother, who had consulted her 
about her son, had noticed an improvement in behaviour of 
the boy in the week following the testing. The reported 
behavioural change manifested itself in an increase in co­
operative behaviour and a desire to please others around 
him. The results of a retest given two weeks later suggest­
ed that more positive definitions of the other-self had de­
veloped since the initial test. In this instance the measure 
of the other-self monitored change; this was also the case 
with another child (Ben, a four year old) who is the subject 
of discussion in one of the case studies in the validation 
of measures section of this chapter.
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Features of the Social Cognition Items
An examination of the eight items in the social cognition 
measure reveals that three have a positive valence whilst 
five have a negative valence. Within the negative items, 
two (Items 2 & 3) refer to accidental actions (for example, 
breaking a cup), two (Items 6 & 8) refer to deliberate 
acts (for example, refusing to go to bed when told) whilst 
Item 7 (made a mess on the floor) may be regarded as either 
deliberate or accidental. It was found that items having 
positive qualities tended to be poorer discriminators than 
those with negative qualities. (See Chapter II, p. 45 for 
details). Consideration was given to including only nega­
tive items in the test but it was thought that this would 
bias expressions of the children’s perceptions towards the 
negative end of the scale and perhaps reduce reliability 
since some children would be tempted to use the "very happy" 
category on the scale at some stage during the testing. 
Additionally it was thought to be desirable that the child 
have opportunities to show perceived approval by his signif­
icant others, of some of his actions as well as some degree 
of rejection for negative actions.
Throughout the exploratory and pilot studies, as well as in 
the main study experiment it was found that many children 
verbalised their thoughts as they organised their responses. 
Many relevant phrases and explanations of responses were 
noted at the bottom of the individual's score sheet. Add­
itionally when unexpected responses (such as "very happy" 
for a negative item) were given, the child was asked why 
  would feel that way and the response was noted. This
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was useful for two reasons: first it was a check that the
child had not inadvertently used the wrong end of the scale 
and secondly, it was regarded as a source of validation of 
the measures. For example, occasionally with some negative 
items the perceived sibling response was "very happy."
The explanation offered for this was usually a statement 
explaining that the sibling would be happy because the res­
pondent would get into trouble with parents for that act.
For positive items the perceived sibling response of such 
children tended to be "sad" or "very sad" because the sib­
ling would not like a cuddle/painting nor care if the res­
pondent ate all his dinner. A similar reversed pattern of 
responses occurred occasionally when reference to the school 
class was made. Some children apparently perceived atypical 
relationships between themselves and their class and ex­
plained that the class would like to see them in trouble 
for negative acts, or would laugh at them for spilling din­
ner or breaking a cup but would not like a painting/cuddle 
nor care if they ate all their school dinner. Nevertheless, 
these responses are regarded as valid expressions of the 
perceived relationship between the respondent and the sib­
ling (or class) and they do tend to have internal consisten­
cy for that significant other. Perhaps if use of these 
measures is extended to a clinical or diagnostic situation 
then the verbal responses or comments, prompted by the 
physical act of responding, could be most valuable to the 
clinician.
It was not considered necessary to have a balance of four 
positive and four negative items, first because the negative
yy
items were generally the better discriminators, and secondly, 
it was observed during the pilot study that individuals tend­
ed to set their ovm response criteria levels during the prac­
tice items and responded in terms of this level throughout 
the test. For example, a child is able to estimate on the 
Scale of Faces his perception of how happy or sad his sig­
nificant others would be if he did a certain action. He is 
able to estimate if they would all be equally happy (or 
equally sad) or if some would be happier than others. Some 
individual significant others may be perceived by the child 
to be more permissive or more authoritative than others.
This may be regarded as one criterion used by the child when 
responding. The second criterion level set by the child re­
fers to how happy (or sad) the happiest (or saddest) signif­
icant other is perceived to be on the Scale of 5 Faces for 
that particular item. For one child, a negative item may 
be given a score of one (that is "very sad") and the high­
est score perceived for any significant other on that item 
may be two - that is, all responses are either "very sad"
(1) or "sad" (2). For another child who perceives a much 
more permissive set of relationships the range of scores 
on the same negative item might be from 3 ("a bit happy and 
a bit sad") to 5 ("very happy"), m e n  asked for example, 
why Dad or Mum would be "happy if you broke a cup?" or 
"spilt your dinner on the table?" typical replies were: 
"He/she is always happy with me whatever I do;" "they don't 
really mind if I break a cup, especially if it is an accid­
ent;" "we can do anything in our house and Daddy doesn't 
mind."
The fact that children appear to respond fairly consistently
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in terms of a permissiveness - authoritarian dimension for 
negative items and a related acceptance-rejection dimension 
for positive items, for each of the significant others, 
makes it valid to add the scores, first, to obtain sub­
totals for each of the significant others, and secondly to 
obtain an overall social cognition score.
Summary
This chapter has discussed and described the procedures 
used in the studies of reliability and validity of the 
measures of social cognition and the other-self. In add­
ition, the interpretation of the measures together with 
interesting features were discussed. For the sample of 
60 children, the measures were shown to have an acceptable 
degree of reliability and validity to warrant further use 
and study.
The interpretation that OS scores nearer the relevant age 
group means indicate better adjustment than those nearer 
the extremities of the relevant ranges appears tenable.
The highest (or lowest) totals of SC scores are not necess­
arily regarded as the most (or least) accurate fpr. most 
desirable levels of social cognition. All SC scores, 
whether high, medium or low in relation to the relevant 
age group means, may be totally accurate in their reflect­
ions of reality. However, responses yielding high SC 
scores are considered more attractive to respondents and 
therefore, when considered overall, are likely to be the 
least accurate.
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When the accuracy component of the SC scores is conjointly 
considered with the clinical data as well as the trend 
noted in the B.S.A.G. comparison based upon SC scores, it 
seems reasonable to suggest that SC scores nearer the rele­
vant age group means would be the scores of children who 
perceive a more normal perceptual field.
The measures were found to be of interest to young children 
who appeared to respond with frankness. Data, in the form 
of case studies and incidental clinical findings, generally 
tended to support the validity of the measures. Possible 
therapeutic and diagnostic qualities inherent in the use of 
the instruments were discussed.
CHAPTER IV
A DEVELOPMENTAL STUDY OF SOCIAL COGNITION
Theoretical and Experimental Considerations 
One of the earliest writers to consider the cognitive or 
intellectual attributes of social interaction was the soc­
ial philosopher, G.H. Mead. Mead (1934) described the con­
cept of social intelligence which is now variously referr- , 
ed to as social cognition (Shantz, 1975), perceptual role- 
taking (Wilson, 1977), role-taking (Selman, 1971), empathy 
(Borke, 1973) or social role-taking (Light, 1977). Role- 
taking and social cognition are probably the most commonly 
used terms; the existing variety of terms for social cog­
nition is most likely a result of the numerous and varied 
approaches to the topic. Piaget and Inhelder's (1955) 
classic three mountains experiment has given the field a 
strong perceptual bias since many researchers have resort­
ed to the use of such tasks. However, the unifying charact­
eristic of all studies in this area is that the tasks re­
quire the ability to take the role of or the perspective 
of another which involves decentration of thought.
Stryker (1972a) states that an essential element is antic­
ipatory behaviour which suggests .that the individual, not 
only needs the ability to put himself in the place of an­
other, but also must be able to make hypotheses about the 
likely outcomes of the elements of his interaction with 
that person. More recently, Donaldson (1978) has described 
such behaviour in terms of the need for children to become 
aware of, as well as be able to recognize the intentions of
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others towards themselves. This broadens the concept of 
social cognition to include much more than that contained 
within the limits imposed by some of the visual-perceptual 
studies. Beveridge & Lloyd (1977) have noted that in real 
life, role-taking situations have a potential for complex­
ity far above that of the experimental tasks used. Shantz's 
(1975, p.264) description is most apposite for the present 
study: the development of social cognition is a study of
"how children conceptualize other people and how they 
come to understand the thoughts, emotions, intentions and 
viewpoints of others."
During the process of categorizing and judging his environ­
ment, the individual generally does not deal with discrete 
events but rather with extended sequences and contingencies 
of events (Tagiuri, 1969). That is, an individual makes a 
succession of social judgments about the other(s) with whom 
he is interacting and his responses tend to be contingent 
upon the content of interpersonal behaviour in the previous 
interaction (s). Shantz (1975) points out that the ability 
and disposition to recall the past behaviour of the other 
individual may influence the meaning he attributes to that 
person's behaviour in the current situation. It is also 
suggested by Shantz that the child may form simple associ­
ations (or find similarities between the person he is judg­
ing and other people he knows) which would provide added 
cues for making inferences about the person. This is some­
what analogous to the development of Piagetian cognitive 
schema by means of the process of equilibration. Equili­
bration is the term used by Piaget (1953) to describe the 
processes that lead to cognitive growth, whilst cognitive
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schema are the product of past perceptual experiences that 
become organized into cognitive systems which receive, 
modify, integrate and store on-going experiences. A most 
important aspect of social cognition, according to Shantz
(1975) involves organizing what one knows into systems of 
meaning or belief.
Shields (in press) is critical of the fact that the term 
cognitive has come to be associated almost exclusively with 
knowledge of the inanimate world and that the impact of the 
personal and social world on the child is almost always 
described in terms of affective consequences. This dichot­
omy between cognitive psychology and the child's developing 
understanding of the social world appears to be purely arti­
ficial.
"Piaget once said that children learn 
about persons as they learn about things.
If he meant by this that they form repre­
sentational schemes both of other persons 
and of their interactions with them and 
that these schemes assimilate new instances y 
and accommodate and elaborate as new ex­
periences cease to fit the previous struct­
ure y " (that is y the process of equilibration 
previously referred to) "then he is certain­
ly right."
Shields (in press).
The orthogenetic principle enunciated bÿ Werner (1957, p.126), 
supports the above-stated position; it states that "wherever 
development occurs it proceeds from a state of relative 
globality and lack of differentiation to a state of increas­
ing differentiation, articulation and hierarchic integration." 
It seems reasonable to assume therefore, that the social 
and communicative attributes of social cognition have cog­
nitive structures of an affective nature that are developed
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in the course of social interaction and that the affective 
quality will produce a selective effect upon the individual's 
perception of the behaviour of others. The latter charact­
eristic reintroduces the notion of the phenomenological 
nature of social cognition discussed in Chapter I.
The Development of Social Cognition
Studies of the development of social cognition have been 
reported by various authors including De Vries (1970),
Flavell (1968, 1974), Miller, Kessel and Flavell (1970), 
Peevers and Secord (1973), Selman (1971b) and Selman and 
Byrne (1974). In young children, around the age of four 
years, the tendency for their oi^ m perspective to intrude 
upon what is attributed to the other person is reported by 
Beveridge & Lloyd (1977), Flavell (1976) and Selman (1971b). 
According to Beveridge & Lloyd (1977) the child's con­
structs of other persons are expressed (initially) in re­
lation to the child himself and only later are seen as 
properties of an autonomous other. This may be regarded 
as a manifestation of egocentricity of thought in the 
young child which is described in Piagetian parlance as a 
manifestation of pre-operational thinking. Mueller (1972) 
and Shields (in press) are very critical of the concept of 
egocentricity as an explanation of such behaviour. It is 
arguable, as Shields suggests, that the ability to role- 
take accurately is in part a function of how the role- 
taking tasks are operationalized. However, Mueller's data 
suggests that only fifty percent of the utterances of the 
3*2 - 5^ year old children studied were appropriate (non­
egocentric) responses to a peer partner.
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The Peevers & Secord (1973) study identified a development­
al trend in the way in which children and adolescents des­
cribe other people in relation to themselves. The trend 
supports the orthogenetic principle, enunciated by Werner 
(1957), since descriptions became increasingly differenti­
ated with age, beginning with self-oriented descriptions 
(for example, he scares me) through mutual descriptions 
(for example, we're both good at sports) to other-oriented 
descriptions (for example, she is a gentle person), during 
adolescence.
Miller, Kessel & Flavell (1970) emphasised the reflective 
or recursive nature of social cognition in the title of 
their paper, "ThinJcing about people thinking about people 
thinking a b o u t..... " In this paper Miller et al suggest­
ed that such development involved the mastery of a sequence 
of four steps, namely (1) thinking about contiguous people 
(social objects) (2) thinking about action between people 
(for example, talking) (3) thinking about thinking ( a one- 
loop recursion) (4) thinking about thinking about thinking 
(a two-loop recursion). The subjects were drawn from 
classes one through to six and the data obtained suggest 
that the above sequence is invariant,
Selman*s Developmental Model
Selman (1971b) has provided the most comprehensive descrip­
tion of the developmental nature of social awareness or ■ 
social cognition which he described in Piagetian terms as 
the development of social and cognitive decentering. (De­
centering implies the ability to take the perspective of 
another or the absence of egocentrism of thought). In a
105
study of four to six year old children, using perceptual 
and conceptual tasks, Selman identified four levels or 
stages in the development of social cognition. The sequence 
of stages of social thinking is as follows:
Level A : Child may have a sense of other but
fails to distinguish between the 
thoughts and perceptions of other 
and self.
Level B : Child's sense of self is distinguished
from other, but he fails to see any 
commonality of thoughts between self 
and other. At level B, the differ­
entiation of 2' s and other * s view­
points is made.
Level C : Child attributes his ovm ideas to
other because he hypothetically puts 
himself in other's position but sees 
other as having interests similar to 
his own. Selman points out that at 
this stage the child is still ego­
centric in the sense that the child 
is not really accounting for the 
particular other's different perspec­
tive.
Level D : Child is aware that the other has
perspectives based on his own reason­
ing which may or may not be similar 
to his own.
Level A declines over the age range four to six years.
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Level B does so less quickly, Level C peaks at age five 
and then declines and Level D appears (if at all) rarely 
before age six. Selman suggests that the development of 
social cognition is by no. means complete by age six or seven 
years and continues probably through the eight to eleven 
years age period. This contention has been supported by 
subsequent research (Selman & Byrne, 1974).
The Purpose of Social Cognition
The functional reason that children and adults engage in
role taking becomes manifest in the writings of Harre (1974)
who states that
"society is not founds it is constructed
and that on a day-to-day y moment-to-moment
basis. Ephemeral microsocial structures 
are coming into being and dissolvingy trans­
forming one into another as people move 
from scene to scene in their daily lives .. .
(Within this contexty social cognition in­
volves the) imaginative rehearsal of social 
action as a test of propriety."
Harre (1974) p.252.
The above description emphasises the usefulness of role-
taking or social cognition in the individual's everyday
interactions. Flavell (1968), in discussing the purpose of
role-taking, similarly suggests that individuals seek out
the other's role attributes, not to play out his (the
other's) role but to understand it from his own still
active role position. The act of understanding per se
may be the only immediate objective of role-taking.
Intelligence and Social Cognition
The relationship of measures of general intellectual 
ability to accuracy of social cognition is of interest
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when considered within the context of the present study.
The terms "social cognition," or Mead's "social intelli­
gence" presuppose the existence of an intellectual compon­
ent within the general construct, however, the results of 
research into their relationship are somewhat indeterminate, 
Davitz (1964) noted significant correlations between a 
measure of emotional sensitivity and verbal intelligence, 
whilst Kellmer-Pringle (1966) suggested that the relation­
ship between social competence (measured by means of teach­
er ratings, home visits and parent interviews, together 
with the Vineland Social Maturity Scale) and intelligence 
may not be a linear one since there was evidence to suggest 
that some children of high ability tended to be retarded 
socially whilst some children of sub-normal ability tended 
to be accelerated in social competence. Light (1977, 1978) 
found little evidence to support any relationship between 
social cognition and intelligence in four year old child­
ren but noted that factors such as physical punishment and 
cheekiness were significantly associated with poor role- 
taking scores whilst social class differences bore no appar­
ent relationship to the construct.
Because the developed social cognition measure is quite 
different from each of the instruments used in the above- 
mentioned studies and since the findings of these studies 
are conflicting, it was decided to explore the area to de­
termine if any relationship between scores on the new 
social cognition measure and verbal-perceptual intelligence 
scores exists. (See Hypothesis 2).
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Social Cognition and Behaviour
An important aspect in the general cognitive ability in­
volved in social cognition, is the recognition of nuances 
in the responses of others which provide the often subtle 
cues in a social situation. Sarbin & Allen (1968) point out 
that individuals differ, not only in their ability to detect 
and discriminate cues in a social situation but also in 
their ability to make accurate inferences on the basis 
of these cues.
For the present study, accuracy of social cognition was not 
the prime consideration; it was not considered possible to 
check upon the accuracy of the responses of each child by 
referring back to the relevant significant other and of 
course it would have been impossible to tap the accuracy for 
the "class" and "generalized other" responses. This approach 
of referring back was used with little success by Stryker 
(1972a) in trying to relate accuracy of social cognition to 
adjustment in adults. The emphasis on accuracy in the many 
studies of social cognition or role-taking has resulted in 
the tendency to ignore the phenomenological aspects of the 
concept. The tendency has been to so operationalize the 
tasks that responses may be designated as either right or 
vzrong. In this study the child was encouraged to express 
his perceptions of responses expected from his significant 
others, if he engaged in certain everyday situatpnal acts. 
Within this context it seemed more useful to record the 
child's ideological perceptions (or his unique perspectives 
of himself within his phenomenal field) which determine 
behaviour, rather than to check on their accuracy, which at
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present has little more than face validity as a predictor of 
social adjustment. Flavell (1976) noted that one of the 
chief obstacles to accurate prediction of the other person's 
perspective may be an ever-present tendency for one's own 
perspective to intrude upon and contaminate what one attrib­
utes to the other person. The individual thus behaves in 
terms of his phenomenological self operating within the 
wider context of his perceptual field (Combs & Snygg, 1959).
The focus upon accuracy of social cognition in many of the 
studies reported in the literature may have had the effect 
of limiting the usefulness and prescribing too narrowly the 
areas for research. Perceiving accurately the attitudes and 
intent of others is but one aspect; whether the perceptions 
are accurate or not is of secondary importance to the fact 
that the individual actually behaves in terms of his phen­
omenological perceptions and bases his responses upon such 
perceptions which may include accurate and/or inaccurate 
information.
Sex Differences and Social Cognition
Given the nature of the social cognition and other-self 
measures which allow the child to structure himself within 
his social milieu, in particular his home and school envir­
onments, it is possible that sex differences could occur 
in the responses to the tests. Philps (1971) noted that 
boys were more consistent in their levels of self-evaluation 
but were not as consistently realistic as girls when self- 
evaluations were related to those of impartial judges.
Philps suggested that boys employed a more emotional - eval­
uative process which was closely related to maintaining self-
Ill
esteem. Stryker (1972a) noted that female adults indicated 
a greater degree of dependence on relatives than do males. 
Smith (1978) in a review of studies of sex differences in 
self-concept reported conflicting findings in previous re­
search. Smith then demonstrated, using the Coopersmith 
Self-Esteem Inventory and the Sears Self-Concept Inventory 
that for the same sample,boys had higher self-esteem on the 
Sears instrument whilst no differences occurred on the 
Coopersmith instrument. Smith explained the discrepant 
findings in terms of the differing natures of the two in­
struments thus: Whilst both the Sears and Coopersmith in­
struments define self-concept and self-esteem in terms of an 
individual's perceptions and evaluations of himself, the 
Sears' instrument requires a relative judgment of one's self- 
concept compared with that of peers whereas the Coopersmith 
instrument asks for an absolute judgment of whether a state­
ment describes how you usually feel.
Social cognition, as measured in this study, involves eval­
uative statements about one's self in eight everyday situ­
ations. If the above-mentioned studies of sex differences 
bear relevance to the present work (as they appear to do) 
then it seems reasonable to predict that sex differences on 
the new social cognition measure might occur and that boys 
would have higher social cognition mean scores than girls.
(See Hypothesis 3).
The aim of this study was to explore the nature of the 
child's developing understandings and perceptions of himself 
within the context of his home and school environments.
Using the developed social cognition measure (described in
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Chapter II), the child's perceptions of the consequences of 
his actions in selected, everyday situations when related 
to his significant others were studied in a sample of four 
to nine year old children.
Hypotheses
1. That the child's perceptions of himself within
his phenomenal field would become better defined 
and more differentiated and less egocentric with 
age. To state this in operational terms and with­
in the context of the social cognition measure, 
this hypothesis would become tenable with a grad­
ual, but significant reduction in the mean social 
cognition scores as age increased from four to 
nine years.
2. That verbal-perceptual IQ scores and social cogni­
tion scores would be significantly correlated such 
that subjects having higher IQ's would tend to 
have social cognition scores that were closest to 
their age group means.
3. That male mean social cognition scores would be -
significantly higher than those of females.
METHOD
Subjects
A randomly selected sample of 180 children drawn from the 
schools described below, were used. The details of the 
structure of the sample are shown in the section de aling 
with Research Design, Chapter II, Phase IV, Table 2.3, p. 38.
The sample consisted of 30 children from each of the age 
groups four years through to nine years, having equal num­
bers of males and females in each age division (that is, 
a cell size of 15).
The Schools Represented in the Sample
All schools chosen were located in rural Bedfordshire; no 
schools were city-based although four were town-based. The 
schools, when considered as a group, were regarded as being 
reasonably representative of a cross-section of the popula­
tion of rural England.
School No. 1
Only the Nursery Class of approximately 25 children was 
used in this school. This village school consisted of 
approximately 90 pupils. The Nursery Class serviced child­
ren in this and several neighbouring villages. Attendance 
was usually half-days for three year olds becoming full- 
day sessions as the children approached the age of five.
Most parents tended to be engaged in farming or labouring 
pursuits in the nearby brickworks, the remainder were either 
in the service industries such as railway workers or shop 
assistants whilst a few were professionally employed.
School No. 2
A rural lower school of approximately 70 pupils that serv­
iced a small farming community. Children in this school 
were aged from five years through to nine years and were 
organized into three classes. Working class occupations, 
such as farm labouring and brick-making accounted for almost
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all the families in the school.
School No. 3
An urbcin lower school with an enrolment of approximately 
270 pupils. This school was located within a council 
housing estate and almost all children came from working 
class backgrounds. Twenty-seven percent of the total 
enrolment were deleted from the list before sampling be­
cause they came from broken or one-parent homes.
School No. 4
An old urban lower school having an enrolment of approxi­
mately 240 pupils. Almost equal numbers of working class 
and middle class homes were represented in the sample.
School No. 5
A Nursery School with a total enrolment of 80 pupils.
Forty children attended, morning sessions and the remaining 
forty attended the afternoon sessions. This school was 
town-based and served largely as a feeder school to the 
other urban lower schools in the sample. Approximately 
sixty percent of the children came from middle class homes 
with the remainder emanating from working class backgrounds.
School No. 6
A new urban lower school having an enrolment of approximate­
ly 250 pupils. This school was located on the fringe of 
the town beside a new housing development area which catered 
largely for middle class families. Approximately sixty 
percent of the children came from middle class homes whilst
the remainder were from working class homes.
School No. 7
A new middle school with an enrolment of approximately 
1,000 pupils. Only nine year old children in this school 
were used (drawn from an available population of almost 200) 
since the numbers of nine year olds within the lower schools 
were considered insufficient for adequate sampling. This 
middle school received its children from School Numbers 3,
4, 5 and 6 described above.
Apparatus
The following tests were used;
(i) Social Cognition (as described in Chapter II).
(ii) The Quick Test (QT), Ammons & Ammons (1969).
Procedure
The children were withdrawn individually from their classes 
and taken to a nearby room for testing. The Social Cognit­
ion measure was administered (followed by the administration 
of the Other-Self measure, which is reported upon in the 
following chapter). The QT was also administered at about 
this time by a different tester. In order to gain more 
homogeneity within age groups, children were tested during 
the sixth month after their birthday, that is, at age 
4 years 6 months, 5 years 6 months and so on to 9 years 
6 months.
Treatment of the Data
(i) The Quick Test
IQ's were calculated for each of the subjects and 
a two-way analysis of variance of IQ scores (sex 
X age) was computed to test for significant dif­
ferences between the IQ means. This was done as 
a check upon the extent to which the sample was 
representative of the wider population.
(ii) The Social Cognition (SC) Measure
SC means were computed for each of the 12 cells 
represented in the sample and a two-way analysis 
of variance (sex x age) was computed to determine 
if sex and/or age differences occurred within 
that sample. Post-hoc comparisons between cell 
means were computed using the Newman-Keuls method 
(Winer, 1962).
(iii) Social Cognition and IQ
SC scores were converted to absolute standard (z) 
scores within each of the 12 cells. That is, the 
negative signs for z scores below the means were 
ignored and all (former) negative z scores were 
interspersed appropriately among the positive z 
scores. Thus, the z distribution was "folded" 
about its axis of symmetry; the mean. This was 
done because it was previously argued that the SC 
scores nearer to the age means would be those of 
children having the more normal phenomenal fields. 
Product-moment correlations between IQ and adjust­
ed standard scores of SC were computed.
significant negative correlations would indicate 
that higher IQ's were related to the more normal 
(and presumably better) SC scores.
RESULTS
All quantifiable raw data collected for this study are sum­
marised in table form and shovm in Appendix 12.
A table of means for the Quick Test IQ measure is shown be­
low (Table 4.1).
Table 4.1 Means of Quick Test (IQ) data for main study 
experiment. (N = 180; Cell size = 15)
Sex
Age (years)
Overall
Means
4 5 6 7 8 9
Males 104.9 96.1 99.0 106.3 100.2 111.1 102.9
Females 97.4 99.5 93.5 97.7 102.8 98.8 98.3
Overall
Means
101.2 97.8 96.3 102.0 101.5 104.9 100.6
A two-way analysis of variance (sex x age) yielded non-sig­
nificant results. For sex, F = 3.59 (1,158 df) whilst for 
age, F = 1.07 (5,168 df). The analysis of variance table 
is show in Appendix 13.
The means of social cognition scores in the main-study ex­
periment are shown below in Table 4.2 and diagrammatically 
in Fig. 4.1.
Table 4.2 Means of Social Cognition scores for main study 
experiment (N = 180; Cell size = 15)
Sex
Age (years) Overall
4 5 6 7 8 9 Means
Males 167.9 145.1 138.9 132.5 134.7 131.9 141.8
Females 161.6 141.4 136.4 133.7 136.1 132.0 140.2
Overall
Means
164.7 143.2 137.7 133.1 135.4 131.9 141.0
Overall and within the age groups, sex differences on the 
Social Cognition measure were marginal. The trend within 
the age group means is toward lower scores as age increases 
from four years to nine years. A marked fall in the value 
of the means occurs from four years to five years; the fall 
is less marked from five years to six years and from the 
seven year group through to the nine year group the means 
appear to be very similar (See Fig. 4.1). A two-way analy­
sis of variance of the SC means is shown in Table 4.3.
Table 4.3 Analysis of Variance of Social Cognition 
scores for main study experiment.
Source SS df MS F P
A (Sex) 122 1 122 0.34 n.s.
B (Age) 22660.5 5 4532.1 12.79 * *
A X B 344.5 5 68.9 0.19 n.s.
Error 59529 168 354.34
Totals 82656 179
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
n.s. not significant (p > 0.05)
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The analysis of variance (sex x age) yielded a significant 
F value (p < 0.01) for age (F = 12.79; 5,168 df), a non-sig­
nificant result (p > 0.05) for sex (F = 0.34; 1,168 df) and 
a non-significant interaction effect (F = 0.19; 5,168 df), 
(See Table 4.3).
The Newman-Keuls post-hoc comparison of means across the 
age range yielded the results shown schematically below for 
the ordered means;
4 yrs 5 yrs 6 yrs 8 yrs 7 yrs 9 yrs 
(Differences significant at the 0.05 level)
Age groups underlined by a common line do not differ sig­
nificantly from each other whilst age groups not underlined 
by a common line do differ significantly. Thus the 4 year 
group is significantly different from all other groups 
(p < 0.05) on SC scores but there are no significant differ­
ences between the 5 year to 9 year groups.
The product-moment correlations between IQ scores and the 
absolute values of standard scores of social cognition were 
all very low. For all males r = 0.097 whilst for all fe­
males r = 0.106. The overall correlation for the 180 sub­
jects was r = 0.115. The complete table of correlations 
for age and sex is included in Appendix 14. .
DISCUSSION
Analysis of the SC data suggests that the child's sensitiv­
ity to his environment and his understanding of the expect­
ations society holds for him generally proceeds from an 
undifferentiated, global state, based largely upon ego-
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cBntiric modes of thinking, toward greater differentiation 
and less egocentricity of thought as the child's age in­
creases from age four to nine years. The reduction in ego­
centrism is manifested operationally across the mean SC 
scores which were highest for four year olds (164.7) and 
lowest for nine year olds (131.9). A clear trend downward 
exists in both male and female means up to and including 
the seven year group; the most marked fall was between four 
years and five years whilst between the five and six year 
groups the fall was less marked but still greater than the 
difference between the six and seven year groups. (See 
Table 4.2). Hypothesis 1 is tenable since an analysis of 
variance yielded significant differences for age groups.
Post hoc tests for differences between the age means yield­
ed significant differences. The four year old group mean 
was significantly different from each of the other age 
group means.
These findings lend support to the existence of the levels 
of development described by Selman (1971b). Level A, which 
declines from age four to six years, refers to children who 
may have a sense of other, but fail to distinguish between 
the thoughts and perceptions of other and self. The very 
high means for SC in four year olds imply perceived permiss­
iveness in the child's phenomenal field characteristic of 
egocentric thinking. The marked decline in means between 
the four and five year groups suggests some evidence for the 
onset of decentration of thinking which continues to devel­
op until age seven (See Table 4.2). Level C, according to 
Selman, refers to the child who attributes his ovm ideas 
to the other because he hypothetically puts himself in the
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other's position, but sees the other as having interests 
similar to his own. This level peaks at age 5 years and then
declines. The SC data in the present study, whilst not
able to conclusively identify the existence of Level C, 
are able to lend some support to the operation of the 
Levels A, B & C as described by Selman. Level D, which 
according to Selman, rarely occurs before age six involves 
effective decentration of thought. The apparent "plateau" 
or levelling-off in means from the seven year age groups 
onward is in keeping with the operation of Level D.
Selman‘s model of the development of social cognition 
appears to provide an adequate description of that phen­
omenon as it has been operationalized in the SC measure.
The use of model people appears to have assisted the child­
ren in relating themselves to others and during the process, 
perhaps becoming aware that others have attitudes towards 
them - this is evidence for a degree of decentration of 
thought in young children which supports the contentions
of Shields (in press) and Mueller (1972). However, Selman's
model provides a more tenable explanation of the high SC 
scores in four and five year olds. Within the context of 
this model, the child may recognise that the other has a 
viewpoint, but fail to perceive that the other's attitude 
may be different from his ovm; this suggests that egocentric 
thinking is resumed during the latter part of the operation.
The analysis of the SC data on the basis of sex groupings 
yielded non-significant differences. Hypothesis 3 there­
fore, is not tenable. Tv/o considerations are pertinent to 
this finding: first, it could be that the nature of the
instrument is such that it would not tap sex differences. 
Smith (1978) reported on two different instruments used 
for assessing self-concept and self-esteem. On the same 
sample. Smith reported significant differences for sex, 
using the Sears Self-Concept Inventory but non-significant 
differences using the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory. 
Secondly, it is possible that significant sex differences 
on the SC measure could occur with children older than nine 
years. The Philps' (1971) study of self-evaluation was of 
children whose ages were in the range from nine years to 
eleven years and eight months. The above-mentioned instru­
ments that have been the subject of analysis on the basis 
of sex do not bear strong resemblance to the SC measure 
used here. Sex seems to have been one dimension that has 
been ignored or not reported upon in most previous studies 
of social cognition. The social awareness and social 
understanding orientation of this SC measure suggests that 
judgments about perceived consequences of actions that may 
be categorized as either good/bad or right/wrong must be 
made. A study by Surber (1977) reported no sex differences 
in making judgments of a moral nature when consequences 
were an important factor in those judgments.
The analysis of the possible relationship between social 
cognition and IQ yielded very low correlations which were 
all non-significant. Hypothesis 2 therefore, is rejected. 
Within the context of this study, higher IQ scores of a 
verbal-perceptual nature bore no relationship to the more 
normal SC scores. Shantz (1975) commented on the plausib­
ility of the contention that such a relationship should 
exist, however, the differences in cue-taking ability.
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reported upon by Sarbin & Allen (1968), which occured in 
high and low intelligence groups alike provide one explan­
ation of these findings. It is also possible that the 
Ammons & Ammons Quick Test (1969) which was used in this 
study was not the most suitable instrument. The more accept­
able explanation is that there is probably no real basis 
to consider that such a linear relationship should exist.
This was suggested by Kellmer-Pringle (1966) and subsequent 
studies (for example, Light 1977, 1978) which attempted to 
establish the existence of linear relationships between 
social cognition and intelligence have failed to do so.
This study of the development of children's perceptions of 
themselves when related to their significant others within 
given situations, provides the basis for further studies 
reported upon in Chapters V and VI. In Chapter V the re­
lationship between the child's developing social awareness 
and understanding will be related to the development of 
the socially-derived other-self, whilst in Chapter VI, the 
relative importance that each of the six significant others 
has for children in each of the age groups will be considered,
Summary
The results of this study of the development of social cog­
nition lend support to the notion that an understanding of 
the expectations that society holds for the child proceeds 
from an undifferentiated, global state, towards greater 
differentiation associated with less egocentricity of 
thought, as the child's age increases from four to nine 
years.
J.2D
Selman’s (1971b) model of developmental stages for the acquis­
ition of social cognition has been supported by the data.
Sex differences on social cognition scores were non-signifi­
cant and no relationship between social cognition and in­
telligence was identified by the analyses.
CHAPTER V
A DEVELOPMENTAL STUDY OF THE OTHER-SELF
The socially-derived aspect of the self-concept, referred to 
in this study as the other-self, is the product of symbolic 
interaction, a process which was originally described by 
Mead (1934). The other-self refers to the aspect of the 
self that develops as a result of the individual's engaging 
in social interaction. It is comprised of what the individ­
ual perceives to be the attitudes of others towards him and 
the esteem in which he is held by others that are signifi­
cant to him and within his social milieu. In effect, the 
other-self is the aspect of the self-concept that begins to 
develop as the child comes to realise that others hold 
attitudes towards him and value him as a person, in a manner 
that may, or may not, be similar to his own estimations of 
self-worth. Staines (1958, p.98) defines the other-self 
quite simply as "what the person believes others think of 
him. "
The Phenomenological Aspect of the Other Self 
Symbolic interactionism's concern with the phenomenological 
aspects of human behaviour makes it germane and indeed ess­
ential to any study of the development of the other-self.
The phenomenological perspective requires that behaviour be 
considered from the viewpoint of the behaver himself and 
involves trying to understand behaviour in terms of how 
things appear to him. Snygg & Combs (1959) have noted that 
people do not behave according to the facts as others see 
them, but that they behave according to the facts as they
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see them. Ausubel et al (1954) in a study of the effects 
perceived parent attitudes have on children's ego develop­
ment, noted that although parent behaviour may be regarded 
as an objective event in the real world, it affects the 
child's ego development only to the extent and in the form 
in which the child perceives it. Hence it was argued that 
perceived parent behaviour was a more direct, relevant and 
proximate determinant of personality development than the 
actual stimulus content to which it refers. The other-self, 
by definition, is phenomenological in nature since it in­
volves what an individual believes to be the attitudes and 
suppositions held by others about himself.
Symbolic Interaction
Social interaction is predominantly the vehicle of symbolic 
interaction, v/hilst the prime mechanism of symbolic inter­
action involves the use of symbols, in particular language 
and other aspects of the communication process, such as 
gestures, (provided some consensus exists as to their mean­
ing). Social behaviour, according to Mead (1934), is com­
prised of social acts (for example, speaking) that use 
symbols which, when interpreted, provide information re­
garding the meaning, the intentions and perhaps the attit­
udes that are inherent in those social acts. The greater 
the degree of consensus about the meaning of the symbols 
used, the more effective is the social interaction.
The imaginative completion of a social act is what Mead 
(1934) termed "social intelligence" which is the second 
important mechanism of symbolic interactionism and is now 
more frequently referred to as a social cognition (Shantz,
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1975) or role-taking (Light, 1977, 1978).
The definition of social cognition by Shantz (1975), cited 
in Chapter IV, p.102 , broadens the concept beyond the
imaginative completion of a social act. Shantz includes 
the covert, cognitive processes involved in social under­
standing or taking the position of another person in order 
to infer his perspective, so as to understand better the 
nature of the relationship between the self's and the 
other's viewpoints. In particular, this involves the child 
in developing perceptions of what the other is seeing, 
feeling, thinking, intending to do and as well, what the 
other person is like, both in physical appearance and in 
psychological attributes such as personality traits, att­
itudes and abilities. Just as the individual is able to 
develop perceptions about others and the inter-personal 
relations he has with those others, so he is able to devel­
op perceptions about himself. Language is of crucial im­
portance to this process; through language, the child 
acquires meanings and definitions of those around him and 
by learning the symbols of his groups and significant others, 
he comes to internalize their definitions of events or ob­
jects, including the definitions of his own conduct (Meltzer, 
1972). The individual therefore develops the capacity to 
regard himself as an object as others regard him, and sim­
ilarly to respond to himself as others respond to him. In 
so doing, he may choose to praise, blame or encourage him­
self or he may become disgusted with himself. Thus Meltzer 
(1972, p.9) concludes that "the development of the self is 
concurrent with the development of the ability to take roles.
'#9 /BO
influenced by social interaction, society must have its major 
influence on the development of the other-self.
Social Cognition and the Other Self
Meltzer’s (1972) contention of the existence of a relation­
ship between the development of social cognition and the 
socially derived aspects of the self is supported in the 
writings of Shantz (1975), Lee (1975), Holland (1977), and 
Montemayor & Eisen (1977). The relationship per se does 
not appear to have been the subject of empirical study and 
provides the focus for the experimental study reported upon 
in this chapter.
The nature of these two theoretical constructs warrants 
discussion. To some extent social cosgition may be regard­
ed as a process whilst the other-self may be regarded as 
the product. Both social cognition and the other-self re­
quire that the individual engage in reversibility of think­
ing or decentration of thought as he attempts to regard 
his actions or himself from the perspective of another.
Social cognition, as it was measured in this study (see 
Chapters II and IV) involved a consideration of how child­
ren saw themselves through the eyes of their significant 
others in eight everyday situations. Essentially it was a 
phenomenological view of the child’s expectations of the 
responses of others towards himself in those situations.
The measure focusses upon the child's social awareness or 
social understanding of himself, within his phenomenal 
field (that is, within his perceived social environment).
Single social interactions such as those in the social cog­
nition measure may be regarded as the "building blocks" of
It should be noted, however, that Meltzer, like many others 
of the symbolic interactionist school' regards the self in 
all its aspects as being fashioned almost entirely by the 
forces of society.
Cognitive Aspects of Development of the Self 
The importance of covert cognitive activity in the develop­
ment of the self, whilst not being ignored (for example, 
the references to social intelligence or role-taking) is 
under-emphasised in many of the writings which take a sym­
bolic interactionist approach to the development of self 
conceptions. It is agreed by the writer that social inter­
action is a dominant factor in the development of the self, 
but that factor, if considered alone is insufficient; it 
does not adequately account for the part played by the 
underlying cognitive activity in which the individual en­
gages, such as organizing and relating new experiences of 
social interactions to past experiences, storing inform­
ation in memory and generally enlarging cognitive struct­
ures or schema in the manner described in the Piagetian 
model of cognitive growth. The individual is much more 
than a passive recipient of experiences generated within 
society; from a very early age, the infant, according to 
Trevarthen (1975) realises that he can act upon and influ­
ence the behaviour of those around him. For the above- 
mentioned reasons, it is considered better to different­
iate the various facets of self conceptions (as in Staines, 
1958) by means of the descriptions of the perceived self, 
the ideal self and the other-self. (See Chapter I, p.3). 
Whilst the ideal self and the perceived self are no doubt
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the other-self. Snygg & Combs have noted that:
"1^ 0 experience in the development of the 
child's concepts of self is quite so im­
portant as his earliest experiences in 
his family. The everyday interactions 
among the members of a family which oft­
en seem too prosaic and commonplace to 
notice are of great significance. These 
prosaic experiences probably have the 
deepest and most profound effects upon 
the development of the self. "
Snygg & Combs (1959, p.134).
Out of these commonplace interactions, often with their 
subtle nuances, arise feelings of adequacy or inadequacy, 
acceptance or rejection as well as the development of an 
awareness of the expectancies that others have for the in­
dividual. In time, the individual comes to view himself, 
as an element or object within his phenomenal field (or 
perceived social environment) in terms of the feelings of 
self-worth that have developed. This generalized self 
picture becomes a relatively stable construct (Hamacheck,
1971) taking the foirm of the self-as-object, (discussed in 
Chapter I) with the other-self concept being a major com­
ponent of the construct.
Development of Conceptions of the Self
The development of self conceptions proceeds from concrete 
to an abstract mode of representation in accord with the 
orthogenetic principle (See Chapter IV, p.103 ) enunciated 
by Werner, (Montemayor & Eisen, 1977). In support of this 
proposition, Shantz (1975, p.311) states: "The ability to
understand what another person thinks, feels and intends, 
and the way in which people are described are clear develop­
mental phenomena." Shantz suggests that the preschool child 
has a rudimentary understanding that others can have a diff­
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erent visual experience from his own, but that prior to the 
age of five years he doesn't indicate any appreciation of 
perspective (in the sense of how objects appear to another 
person). However, preschoolers can, Shantz reports, identi­
fy certain simple emotions in others both from facial cues 
alone or from knowing only the situation that the other is 
in, if that situation is familiar to the child. Between the 
ages of five and seven years, important achievements in 
social understanding occur and Shantz suggests that the 
child can make inferences about others' thoughts and is de­
veloping the ability to understand that another can have 
thoughts that are different from one's own. By middle 
childhood, the child is well advanced in capacity for social 
understanding such that he can understand that his own 
thoughts, feelings and intentions can be the object of 
another's thinking and that he can view simple social epi­
sodes from the position of each participant and maintain 
consistency among the various viewpoints on the episode.
The Shantz developmental model lends support to the Selman 
(1971b) description of levels of social cognition which 
was described in Chapter IV (p.105) and supported by the 
empirical research. (See also. Chapter IV, p.121 ).
Each model has relevance for this cross-sectional study 
of four to nine-year olds in the examination of the devel­
opment of the other-self. Since it was suggested earlier 
in this Chapter (p.129) that the prosaic social interactions 
inherent in the process of social cognition are the "build­
ing blocks" of the product which is the other-self.
The other-self measure developed for this study is so
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operationalised that it appears to be a meaningful task 
for children as young as four years and taps their feelings 
of perceived self-worth derived from significant others. 
Presumably, the more egocentric four year old is likely to 
take a global view of himself and according to Selman's 
(1971b) model (Level A), he would have a sense of the 
other, but fail to distinguish between the thoughts and 
perceptions of the other and himself. He would most like­
ly be able to recognise simple emotions in others (Shantz, 
1975) but it is probable that with most four year olds 
their responses of how others regard them would be sub­
merged by their own more egocentric feelings of self-worth. 
Assuming that most four year olds have strong feelings of 
self-worth (because of egocentrism), then their scores on 
the other-self test would most likely be high. As the 
child’s self-concept develops, associated with an increas­
ing ability for decentration of thought, then the other- 
self would presumably become more differentiated and show 
a greater awareness of the fact that others' perceptions 
of the individual’s worth may not be coincident with one’s 
own feelings of self-worth. This would be manifested in 
lower other-self scores within the older age group.
Sex Differences
Sex differences occurring in relation to self conceptions 
and social cognition were discussed in Chapter IV. The 
position is unclear since various researchers have report­
ed conflicting findings. The study by Smith (1978) prob­
ably provides the best explanation of the discrepant find­
ings; sex differences occurred, within the same sample, on 
one instrument but not on another test of self-concept.
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The nature of the instrument used, apparently has an import­
ant influence on the attributes of the self-concept that 
are measured and differences resulting from sex grouping 
could occur in terms of the combinations of the various 
attributes that comprise the various self-concept tests.
For both males and females at age four years, the other- 
self concept would presumably be relatively undeveloped 
because of cognitive constraints (such as, the inability 
to decentre thinking). Because of the more concrete 
nature of the social cognition items, it was assumed that 
this construct would be better developed than the other- 
self. The other-self at age four, would most likely be 
heavily contaminated by aspects of social cognition. (See 
Hypothesis Ila).
At age nine years, Philps (1971) suggests that females 
would be more socially aware and sensitive to others than 
males and hence female social cognition scores should be 
the more 'realistic' taking impartial adult evaluations 
as a criterion for 'reality'. Hence, Philps suggests 
that female self-concepts would be more societally-based 
than those of males. If this is so, then other-self 
scores should generally be more related to social cognit­
ion scores for females than for males, (see Hypothesis IJb).
The general aim of this experiment was to study the devel­
opment of the other-self by regarding it as a socially- 
based, psychological construct that evolves as a result 
of interactions with significant others together with 
the development of the individual's perceptions of how 
his significant others regard and value him.
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HYPOTHESES
I. That conceptions of the other-self will change
from being global in nature and egocentric at 
age four years to being more differentiated 
and less egocentric as age increases to nine 
years. To state this in operational terms and 
within the context of the other-self measure, 
this hypothesis would become tenable with a 
significant reduction in the mean other-self 
scores as age increased from four years to nine 
years.
II (a) That the perceived consequences of specific
actions of an individual (as measured by the 
social cognition test) will be related more to 
the other-self scores at age four years than 
it will at age nine years.
(b) That the correlations of other-self and social
cognition scores will be greater for females 
than for males.
III That male mean other-self scores would be signif­
icantly higher than those of females.
METHOD
Subjects
The children used in the study were identical to those
described for the study of the development of social cog­
nition (see Chapter IV, p.112).
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Apparatus
The following tests were used:
(i) Social Cognition (SC) (as described in Chapter II).
(ii) Other-self (OS) (as described in Chapter II).
(iii) The Quick Test (QT), Ammons & Ammons (1969).
Procedure
The children were withdrawn individually from their classes 
and taken to a nearby room for testing. The Social Cog­
nition (SC) measure was administered first (as reported in 
Chapter IV, p.115) followed by the Other-Self (OS) measure.
The Quick Test (QT) was administered at about this time by
a different tester. In order to gain homogeneity within 
age groups, children were tested during the sixth month 
after their birthday, that is, at age 4 years 6 months,
5 years 6 months, and so on to 9 years 6 months.
Treatment of the Data
(i) The Quick Test
As reported in Chapter IV, IQ's were calculated 
for each of the subjects and a two-way analysis 
of variance of IQ scores (sex x age) was computed 
to test for significant differences between the
IQ means. This was done as a check upon the ex­
tent to which the sample was representative of 
the wider population.
(ii) The Other-self Measure
OS means were computed for each of the 12 cells 
represented in the sample and a two-way analysis 
of variance (sex x age) was computed to determine 
if sex and/or age differences occurred within
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that sample. Post-hoc comparisons between cell 
means were computed using the Newman-Keuls method 
(Winer, 1962).
(iii) Social Cognition and the Other-self
Pearson's product-moment correlations were com­
puted between SC and OS scores for the full
sample of 180 children, for the sexes, for each
of the age groups and for sex within each of the 
age groups. Tests for significant differences 
between the coefficients of correlation were 
computed using the Fisher's transformation to 
z method (see Guilford, 1965, p.189).
RESULTS
All quantifiable raw data collected for this study are 
summarised in table form and shown in Appendix 12.
A table of means for the Quick Test IQ measure is shown 
in Table 4.1 (Chapter IV, pJ.17 ) . The two-way analysis 
of variance (sex x age) yielded non-significant results
(p > 0.05). For sex, F = 3.59 (1,168 df) whilst for age,
F-= 1.07 (5,168 df). The interaction effect (F = 1.11; 
5,168 df) was also non-significant.
The means of the other-self scores in the main study ex­
periment are shown below in Table 5.1 and diagrammatic— 
ally in Fig. 5.1.
Within the age groups and for the study overall, sex 
differences that arose in the OS measure results were
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marginal. The trend within the age group means is toward 
Lower OS scores as age increases from four years to six 
years with only a slight change or plateau effect occurr­
ing between years seven and nine inclusive. (See Fig. 5.1 
and Table 5.1).
Table 5.1 Means of Other Self scores for main study 
experiment. (N = 180; Cell size = 15)
Sex Age (years) Overall
Means4 5 6 7 8 9
Males 26.2 25.6 24.6 22.1 22.3 22.0 23.8
Females 26.3 25.8 24.3 23.6 22.3 23.3 24.3
Overall
Means
26.2 25.7 24.5 22.9 22.3 22.6 24.0
A tv/o-way analysis of variance (sex x age) yielded a sig­
nificant F value (p c: 0.01) for age (F = 4.85; 5,158 df), 
a non-significant result (p > 0.05) for sex (F = 0.54; 
1,158 df) and a non-significant interaction effect 
(F = 0.23; 5, 179 df) (see Table 5.2).
Table 5.2 Analysis of Variance of Other-Self scores 
for main study experiment.
— " — ■ ■ - -----— -
Source S.S. df M.S. F. P
A (Sex) 9.36 1 9.36 0.54 n.s.
B (Age) 420.5 5 84.1 4.85 * *
A X B 19.67 5 3.93 0.23 n.s.
Error 2911.2 158 17.33
Totals 3360.73 179
** Significant at the 0.01 level n.s. Not significant(p> 0.05)
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The Newman-Keuls post hoc comparison of means across the 
age range yielded the results shown schematically below 
for the ordered means :
4 yrs 5 yrs 6 yrs 7 yrs 9 yrs 8 yrs
(Differences significant at the 0.05 level)
Age groups underlined by a common line do not differ sig­
nificantly from each other whilst age groups not underlined 
by a common line do differ significantly. Thus, the 4 year 
and 5 year groups are significantly different from the 7 
years, 9 years and the 8 year group (p < 0.05) on OS scores 
but are not significantly different from each other, nor 
from the 5 year group.
The product-moment correlations of social cognition and 
other self scores were as follows :
For the total sample (N = 180) .... r = + .41 **
For all males (n = 90) .... r = + .48 **
For all females (n = 90) .... r = + .34 **
** Significant at the 0.01 level
The above correlations, across the age range mask the true 
nature of the relationship between SC and OS scores. Table 
5.3, showing the correlations of SC and OS scores within 
age groups and according to sex, is probably a more accur­
ate representation of the relationship.
The correlations of OS and SC scores within the 4 year 
groups were positive and the highest (r = .73 for males, 
p < 0.01; r = .81 for females, p < 0.01). The correlat­
ions within the 5 year groups were positive and moderately
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high (r = .65 for males, p < 0.01; r = .51 for females, 
p <0.05). Within the 6 year to 9 year age groups, all 
correlations were non-significant, and with the exception 
of the 6 year males (where r = .37), were very low. If 
the correlations for each sex are observed across the total 
age range, then it becomes apparent that the decline in 
the SC - OS relationship is more rapid for females than it 
is for males.
Table 5.3 Correlations of Other-Self and Social Cog­
nition scores for main study experiment 
(N = 180; Males = 90; Females = 90; Cell 
size = 15)
Sex Age (years)
4 5 6 7 1 8
i
9
Males .73** .65** .37 .02 I .16 - . 09
Females .81** .51* .09 -.12 -.26 — • 21
Overall
Correlations .77** .55** .27 - . 02 - . 04 - . 14
** Significant at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the 0.05 level
The results of post hoc tests for significant differences 
between OS and SC age group correlations using Fisher's
transformation to z (see Guilford, 1965, p.189) are shown
in Table 5.4.
The OS - SC correlation for the 4 year group ( r = .77) 
was significantly different from the 6 year group (p < 0.05) 
and from the 7 year, 8 year and 9 year groups (p <0.01).
The 5 year OS - SC correlation (r = .55) was significantly
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different from the 9 year group (p <0.05). All other 
differences were non-significant.
Table 5.4 Post hoc tests for significant differences 
between Other-self and Social Cognition age 
group correlations. (Values for z; see 
Guilford, (1955, p.190) (N = 30)
Age (years)
Years
3.89** 4.26**1.74
2.79*2.421.25 2.35
1.541.10 1.18
0.440.07
0.37
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
* Significant at the 0.05 level
The OS - SC correlation for all males (r = .48) was sig­
nificantly different from that for all females (r = .35)
(z = 7.39; p < 0.001).
Within age groups, no significant differences between OS - 
SC correlations occurred as a result of comparisons made on 
the basis of sex. (See Appendix 15 for table of values 
for z).
DISCUSSION
The sample (of 180 children) which was drawn from a cross- 
section of society (see Chapter IV, p.113 , for description
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of schools used in the sample) may be regarded as being 
reasonably representative of the wider population. The 
analysis of IQ data yielded a grand mean of 100.62 with the 
male mean of 102.93 and the female mean of 98.3. The two- 
way analysis of variance of IQ scores yielded non-signifi­
cant values for F for both sex and age differences as well 
as for interaction effect.
The OS mean scores became smaller as age increased from 
four to nine years. The downward trend was most marked 
in the four to six year groups with only slight changes 
occurring from seven to nine years. This trend is prob­
ably indicative of the gradual abandonment of egocentric 
modes of thinking characteristic of four year olds, for 
the ability to decentre thinking or more accurately take 
the perspective of another. Presumably four year olds 
operate at Selman's (1971b) social cognition Levels A and 
B in that they recognise that others have a perspective, 
but then mistakenly assume that those perspectives are 
identical with their own. This also assumes that four 
year olds are likely to exhibit more self-esteem or be more 
narcissistic than nine year olds since four year olds gen­
erally, do not have the cognitive capacity for taking acc­
urate self-perspectives,nor have they had the amount of 
socialization experience of older children.
From the age of seven years onwards the plateau effect 
noted in the mean OS scores suggests that some change in 
the OS has occurred and that the child is more discrimin­
ating in his self-judgments than at earlier ages. The low­
er and more stable OS mean scores are indicative of more
144
realistic self conceptions associated with the increasing 
cognitive capacity for decentration of thought. This 
finding is in keeping with the Piagetian conservation 
phenomenon which is reported to occur at about this age.
The decline in the OS means across the age range of four 
to nine years was significant (F = 4.85; 5,168 df) (p 0.01)
and the Newman-Keuls post hoc test between the ordered 
means indicated that the 4 years and 5 years groups were 
significantly different from the 7 year, 8 year and 9 year 
groups. The decline in the mean OS scores across the age 
range was stepped and gradual from four to seven years 
after which little change occurred. This may be inter­
preted in terms of the cognitive constraints operating 
that apparently prevent more accurate perception of 
others' viewpoints before the age of about seven. Never­
theless, within the phenomenological context of this study, 
it is important to consider that the responses of the 
younger children are still valid because they represent 
their perceptions of how others regard and value them and 
this, as Ausubel et al (1954) and Snygg & Combs (1959) 
point out is the more relevant and proximate determinant 
of behaviour and personality development. Hypothesis I, 
that conceptions of the other-self will change from being 
global in nature and egocentric at age four years, to be­
ing more differentiated and less egocentric as age in­
creases to nine years is supported by the data.
The existence of a relationship between the development 
of the other-self and the development of social cognition 
appears to be supported by the data. High and significant
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OS - SC score correlations (r = .73 for males; r = .81 for 
females) were obtained in the four year groups and moderate­
ly high, significant correlations (r = .65 for males ; r =
.51 for females) were obtained in the five year groups 
which suggest that, within these two age groups, the OS 
and SC measures tend to measure the same characteristics 
or that one construct tends to contaminate the other.
Within the literature it is generally agreed that self 
conceptions arise as a result of social interaction (Mead, 
1934; Meltzer, 1972; Shantz, 1975; and Montemayor & Eisen, 
1977). In addition, Snygg & Combs (1959, p.134) point 
out that commonplace or prosaic experiences have the 
"deepest and most profound effects on the development of 
the self." Therefore it is reasonable to assume that the 
SC measure tends to contaminate the OS measure (rather 
than the reverse) in these younger age groups. That is, 
the perceived or expected reactions of others to everyday 
situations, such as those comprising the SC measure, have 
much to do with how the young child generally perceives 
and values himself within his social milieu. The higher 
SC means (Table 4.2) of the four and five year groups 
generally indicated greater perceived permissiveness 
within their phenomenal fields; these higher SC scores 
were significantly correlated with higher OS scores which 
indicated higher self-esteem derived from others (see 
Table 5.1 and 5.3). A probable explanation of this, is 
that most significant others are generally more permissive 
and tolerant of younger children's misdemeanours such as, 
spilling dinner or breaking a cup, (which are situations 
in the SC test) and more enthusiastic and appreciative of
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good actions, such as doing a painting for someone or eat­
ing all of a dinner, than they would be for older children. 
However, Williams (1979) has suggested that the change in 
the trend of OS means (Table 5.1) and OS - SC correlations 
(Table 5.3) that occurred in the six year group perhaps 
may be accounted for in a change in approach to children 
in school at this age. The introduction to schooling is 
generally over by age six years and education through play, 
tends to be replaced by more formal requirements such as 
learning to read, to write and to do arithmetic. The ass­
umption enunciated in the introductory section of this 
chapter, that the younger children have stronger feelings 
of self-worth than older children has some support.
The lack of significant OS - SC correlations after the 
age of six years is perhaps best explained by some of the 
clinidal data collected with the older (8 and 9 year old) 
children. Notes of comments made during testing of child­
ren suggest that the older children were able to differ­
entiate clearly the intent of the two instruments. Comm­
ents such as, "Mummy would be very cross, indeed, if I 
scribbled on the wall or spilt ray dinner, but I know she 
nearly always thinks I'm a good girl" were typical of an­
swers older children gave when asked to explain why their 
SC scores were low and OS scores high. The younger child­
ren, who did have lower OS scores, when asked how they knew 
Mum, teacher (or etc) thought they were, "nearly always 
naughty," tended to respond in terms of situational explan­
ations such as "I'm always a pest" or "I am too noisy."
This lends support to the contention that social cognition 
may be regarded as a process involved in the development
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of the product, that is the other-self. Both constructs 
however, have the cognitive constraint of reversibility of 
thinking, which make both the SC and OS responses of older 
children more likely to be realistic and possibly more 
accurate than in younger children.
The significant differences found for the SC - OS correl­
ations between the 4 year group on the one hand, and the 
6, 7, 8 and 9 years groups on the other, together with the 
significant difference between the 5 year and 9 year groups, 
(see Table 5.4) support the proposition (Hypothesis Ila) 
that older children appear to differentiate between per­
ceived others' reactions to them in everyday situations 
and generalised feelings of self-worth derived from signifi­
cant others. If this is so, then the perceived situational 
responses of adults would be more influential in OS devel­
opment in the younger age groups than in older groups. 
Additionally, much of the SC test involves concepts based 
on having learned what is generally expected of children 
within their home and school environments. It is possible 
that most 9 year olds have realistic perceptions of others' 
reactions in the various situations and therefore rely on 
more subtle cues (than those given in the eight SC situations) 
for self-assessment derived from others. Nevertheless, 
some older children did respond with high and therefore 
possibly unrealistic SC scores; the case studies of Mathew 
and John (see Appendix 4 and also Chapter III p.90 )
suggest that such children are not well-adjusted as assessed 
by the Bristol Social Adjustment Guide.
It was not possible in this cross-sectional study to deter-
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mine if the small minority of younger children who had low 
OS and low SC scores would continue to perceive themselves 
within a punitive phenomenal field as well as continue to 
have feelings of low self-esteem as evidenced by their SC 
and OS scores. Similarly, it was not possible to deter­
mine if the young, with exceptionally high (and hence un­
realistic) SC and OS scores would continue to be unreal­
istic in self-appraisal. A longitudinal study over sever­
al years, using the SC and OS instruments, could provide 
valuable answers to these questions and would demonstrate 
the extent to which the development of the other-self was 
reliant upon social cognition.
The hypotheses that referred to the possible existence of 
differences resulting from sex groupings (Hypothesis Ilb 
and Hypothesis III were generally unsupported by the data. 
Significant differences for sex did not occur either in 
the analysis of variance (see Table 5.2), or in the tests 
for significance.,betv;een SC -OS correlations.) (See 
Table of values for z, Appendix 15 ) . The only relevant
observation made in this regard was that the OS - SC correl­
ations across the age range (4 to 9 years) declined at a 
faster rate for females than for males (see Table 5.3).
The OS - SC correlations for all males (r = .48) was signif­
icantly different from that for all females (r =,.35). 
However, the composition ofthe sample as well as the size, 
probably invalidates the suggestion that meaningful sex 
differences exist. In addition, the lack of any signifi­
cant differences between the sexes for OS - SC correlations 
right across the age range (see Appendix 15 ) casts doubt
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on the above significant finding.
Summary
This study of the development of the other-self has demon­
strated the importance social interaction has for develop­
ing self-conceptions. For younger children, the situation­
al aspects of the social cognition measure appear to be 
very important; such situations appear less important with 
older children, who probably use more subtle cues within 
their social interactions for the continuing development 
and appraisal of their self conceptions. The other-self 
at ages four and five generally appears to be based upon 
strong feelings of self-worth which tend to dominate self- 
perceptions derived from others. As age increases from 
four to nine years, the child usually becomes more 'real­
istic' in his perceptions of himself (in terms of social 
acceptability) as his other-self scores tend to move down­
ward from a high positive self-evaluation to a more moder­
ate level. Sex differences in scores on the Other Self 
Measure were not statistically significant.
CHAPTER VI 
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF SIGNIFICANT OTHERS 
The Child in Society
The child learns the mores and folkways of his society, not 
through being introduced to the culture or society itself, 
but through other people who are the essential elements of 
that society. It is they who know and carry the pattern 
of society to him. Such are his significant others. Accord­
ing to Elkin (1960, p.26) "significant others define the 
world for the child and serve as models for his attitudes 
and behaviour." Webster and Sobieszek (1974, p.13) define 
a significant other as "one whose opinions and actions 
'matter' to the individual, one whose self-esteem he values, 
and whose disapproval he seeks to avoid." Significant 
others operate within a system that rewards pleasing actions 
of the child whilst punishing actions that are displeasing. 
Thus, if the child behaves in a way that pleases others, 
they may bestow praise, attention, affection, gifts or the 
opportunity to interact further; if, on the other hand, the 
child's behaviour is not pleasing, they may ignore the be­
haviour, express disappointment, reprimand or physically 
punish the child.
Not all other people have an equal influence on the child. 
Some become objects of emotional involvement, such as par­
ents, who are usually very significant influences on the 
child's development; some are more influential at certain 
times in his life than others such as the teacher, once 
the young child has commenced school. In addition Danziger
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(1971, p.77) states that "the ease with which an adult was 
adopted as a model by the child would depend to a signifi­
cant degree on the relative power which the adult was judged 
to have in a social system that the child was in a position 
to observe." Thus, Webster and Sobieszek (1974) point out 
that it is more self-enhancing for a child to have his work 
praised by his teacher than by the class dunce.
Family Interactions and the Development of Reciprocity 
The family is the primary group or social system that the 
infant encounters in the course of social learning. Dan­
ziger (1971) suggests that it is misleading to regard the 
socialization process as involving the progressive control 
of a fundamentally asocial individual by social stimuli. 
Interaction within the family system is a two-way process; 
John Locl^s earlier tabula rasa theory (see Curtis and 
Boultwood, 1955) wherein the child was regarded as the 
passive, malleable recipient of society's experiences is 
not tenable. This theory is rejected because, "Children 
are ingenious at discovering ways of controlling their 
parents and parents are heavily dependent on their child­
ren for all kinds of rewards difficult to obtain outside 
this relationship" (Danziger, 1971, p.58). This view is 
supported by Schaffer (1971), Bower (1975) and Trevarthen 
(1975).
Family and group relationships become more successful as 
the capacity for reciprocity develops. Danziger (1971) 
has described three stages in the development of reciproc­
ity which, it is claimed are in concert with the Piaget­
ian model of cognitive growth, involving equilibration.
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based upon assimilation and/or accommodation (see Chapter IV, 
P -102-3 for a discussion of these processes).
The first stage in the development of reciprocity between 
self and other is defined in terms of physical reward and 
punishment which may include not only token rewards or 
corporal punishment but also the bestowing (or withdrawal) 
of affection or discovering that food is not immediately 
available and other such symbolic rewards and punishments. 
During this stage, the child is rewarded or punished for 
the way in which he carries out parental demands, but con­
versely the child reciprocates by such means as tantrums 
or crying if his demands are not met.
The second stage, described by Danziger as one of identif­
ication, is manifested by a recognition that positive re­
lationships in the family are based upon the reciprocal 
maintenance of expectations and preferences among family 
members. Danziger suggests that this stage is marked by 
"a deliberate attempt at achieving a balance in the dis­
tribution of rewards,although this balance reflects the 
relative power of the different members of the family" 
(Danziger, 1971, p.70).
The third stage in the development of reciprocity is at­
tained when the child has the capacity to conceive of a 
social order as
"a system of noTm-regutated vecvpvooal 
rights and duties which extend beyond 
the -parent-child relationship. Thus, at 
the stage of identification the child 
will respect a rule because it is a
way of rewarding his parent^ .......
but at the later stage (2) the rule is 
seen as binding on both the parent and 
child and is y thereforCy respected for 
its own sake. " (ibid, p.70)
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Social Norms
The above description of stages in the development of re­
ciprocity is most apposite to a discussion of the social 
cognition measure. In the section dealing with the valid­
ation of the SC measure it was noted that an increasing 
consensus among the perceived significant other responses 
occurred as age increased from four to nine years (see 
Chapter III, Table 3.11, p.78 ). Presumably, the greater 
consensus among the significant others found in the older 
children's SC responses is related to the development of 
the conception of the social order as a "system of norm- 
regulated reciprocal rights and duties" (ibid, p.70).'
For example, the social norms that most children come to 
accept would elicit negative perceived responses to their 
'scribbling on the wall' (SC item 6) or 'refusing to go 
to bed when told' (SC item 8) and elicit positive perceived 
responses to such items as 'doing a painting for another 
person' (SC item 4) or 'eating all of a school dinner'
(SC item 5). The responses of younger (4 or 5 year old) 
children presumably would be in terms of Danziger's stages 
I and II relating to perceived reward or punishment for 
actions rather than to social norms.
As the child becomes aware of, and participates as an in­
teracting member of his family, so he learns the norms of 
correct or expected behaviour that are embraced by his 
family members. Such norms are usually partly idiosyn­
cratic (or specific to that family) and partly a reflect­
ion of the general norms of the culture to which the 
family belongs.
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Hierarchies of Significant Others
For the neonate the most obvious and important significant 
member in the family is the mother. After giving birth, 
it is usually she who feeds the babe, cuddles, changes and 
talks to it most. It has been argued by Bowlby (1959) that 
there is a bias for a child to attach himself especially to 
one figure. In addition, for many years, the great amount 
of research on mother-child relationships, almost to the ex­
clusion of other relationships, has ensured almost unquest­
ioned agreement as to the supremacy of the mother's role in 
child-rearing. Schaffer (1971) and Rutter (1972) question 
this principle of monotropy (or one-figure attachment in 
humans) proposed by Bowlby. The mother is usually in the 
child's presence for longer periods than others but Schaffer 
points out that the intensity of adult-child interaction 
is probably more important than duration (above a certain 
limit). Schaffer has noted that young children with rel­
atively unstimulating mothers, but having attentive fathers 
are more likely to place the father at the top of the 
hierarchy of attachment objects despite the mother's great­
er availability. Further to this, Schaffer (1971, p.134) 
states that "in those human families where the child's care 
is in the hands of a number of people and where his oppor­
tunities for social interaction are considerable, attach­
ments are likely to be formed with several individuals 
from the beginning." Schaffer notes that in addition to 
parents, others such as grandparents, aunts, neighbours 
and even young siblings were found to elicit attachment 
behaviour in young children.
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Davidson and Lang (1960) in a study of how significant 
others influenced children's feelings about themselves 
noted that parents were first in importance and later 
teachers became most important sources of self-evaluation. 
They suggested that teachers became sufficiently import­
ant to be regarded by the children as 'parent-substitutes'. 
Self-appraisal was found by Ausubel et al. (1954) and 
Jourard and Remy (1955) to be significantly related to 
children's perceptions of their parents' feelings toward 
them, whilst Davidson and Lang (1960) found a similar sig­
nificant relationship between children's self-appraisals 
and perceptions of their teachers' feelings toward them.
Siblings often provide an audience for any particular 
parent-child interaction. In this apparently passive 
role of an observer, Danziger (1971) suggests that sib­
lings frequently modify such interactions in a manner 
that affects both the parent and the child. If the sib­
lings are relatively close together in age, then they 
provide a comparison level for each other (often having 
elements of competition) which determines the manner in 
which each assesses his relationship with, or the rewards 
or punishments emanating from, the parent. In addition, 
Danziger suggests that the standard against which indiv­
idual parental actions are judged does not only depend 
upon the child's past experience but also upon how that 
parent's behaviour toward the child's sibling is perceiv­
ed. Older siblings often hold unrealistic expectations 
of how younger siblings should be treated or, because of 
cognitive immaturity, believe that unreasonable demands 
are made on themselves whilst their younger sibling is
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given preferential treatment.
The influence that the child's school class has on the child's 
self-evaluation does not appear to have been the subject of 
previous study. The above-stated definitions of significant 
other need to be broadened somewhat to include such a group. 
Nevertheless the class does become an important reference 
group and its corporate identity is enhanced by school sys­
tems and teachers who conduct inter-class competitions, en­
courage class loyalty, and generally work toward the estab­
lishment of class norms for behaviour.
Mead (1934) conceived of the concept of a generalized other 
which involves the individual in self-reference to a much 
larger and less well-defined attitude of the whole commun­
ity. This concept has been the subject of considerable 
criticism (for example, Holland, 1977) but the criticisms 
have been largely contained within theoretical discussion 
rather than being based upon empirical research.
It is reasonable to assume that the relative importance^ or 
significance, others have for the child, varies from child 
to child and from one significant other to another. The 
social roles that the child perceives the significant other 
to be playing as well as the variables of emotional involve­
ment with the child, intensity of relationship, the age of 
the child and the perceived power of the other, determine 
for the child how important each significant other is as a 
source for self-reference.
Schaffer (1971) discussed the existence of a hierarchy of 
attachments to others, for each child; the hierarchy may
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vary from child to child as well as according to the age 
and experience of the child. For most neonates, the mother 
is the most important significant other, however, this pos­
ition of the mother's primacy may change as the child grows 
older and as experience is accumulated.
Within the developed measures of Social Cognition and the 
Other Self, it is possible that differences in the relative 
importance of the significant others used as referents (name­
ly, Mother, Father, Teacher, Sibling, Class and Generalized 
Other) might occur. Certainly, for individual children the 
perceived or expected reactions of others towards them, will 
not be all the same. For SC the responses will vary presum­
ably, according to the degree of perceived permissiveness 
or authoritarianism in the child-other relationship, whilst 
for the OS measure it may be assumed that the responses will 
vary according to the perceived acceptance or rejection of 
the child by the significant other. Whether such differ­
ences (between the significant others used in the SC and OS 
measures) could occur either in the overall study or within 
the individual age groups (four to nine years) is the sub­
ject of this investigation. No specific hypotheses are pos­
tulated at this stage, since the intention is to explore 
the nature of the perceived child - significant other relat­
ionships , within the context of the SC and OS measures.
PROCEDURE
The data that form the basis for this study were those coll­
ected for the SC study, described in Chapter IV and the OS 
study, described in Chapter V.
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Treatment of the Data
(i) The Social Cognition Measure
The SC data were analysed in the following manner: 
The SC test consists of 5 sets of responses, or 
6 sub-tests, (each of which relates to a different 
significant other) for each of 8 items. That is, 
for each significant other (Mother (M), Father (F), 
Teacher (T), Sibling (S), Class (C), Generalized 
Other, or "all the people that know you" (P) there 
are 8 SC item responses. The sub-total of respon­
ses for each significant other is regarded as a 
sub-test of the complete SC test.
A three-way analysis of variance ( 6 x 6 x 2 )  
(Significant Other sub-test scores x Age Group x 
Sex) was performed and F values were computed to 
determine if significant differences between SC 
sub-test means occurred.
Post hoc^ comparisons of means were made using the 
Newman-Keuls method for ordered means (Winer, 1962)
(ii) The Other Self Measure
The OS measure consists of 6 responses (one for 
each of the 6 significant others used as a refer­
ent) to the question^ "Show me w h a t  nearly
always thinks you are?" (whether nearly always a 
very good boy/girl, and so on - see Chapter II, 
p.54 for sample instructions).
Again, a three-way analysis of variance ( 6 x 6 x 2 )
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(Significant other scores x Age Group x Sex) was 
performed and F values were computed to determine 
if significant differences between Significant 
Other OS means occurred.
As for the SC analysis, post hoc comparisons of 
means were made using the Newman-Keuls method for 
ordered means.
RESULTS
The SC sub-test scores are summarised in table form in 
Appendix 16 . OS scores are shown in Appendix 12 .
(i) THE SOCIAL COGNITION MEASURE
The means of the SC sub-test scores (for each of the signif­
icant others) are shown below in Table 6.1 and graphically 
in Fig. 6.1.
Table 6.1 Social Cognition Sub-test means for significant 
others for main study experiment 
(N = 180; Cell size = 30)
Age Group SC Significant Other Sub-test
(years) Mother Father Teacher Sibling Class People
4 28.35 27.90 26.70 27.70 27.90 26.40
5 23.80 22.85 23.40 24.75 23.80 24.40
6 23.00 21.70 22.90 24.35 23.85 22.80
7 22.10 21.75 21.70 23.50 22.65 22.60
8 22.80 21.95 21.90 23.90 22.55 22.50
9 21.90 21.50 21.40 22.55 22.05 22.30
Overall
Means
23.66 22.94 23.00 24.46 23.80 23.50
(Note: 'People' refers to the test reference to
'All the people that know you' - an attempt 
to utilize the concept of the Generalized Other)
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Fig. 6 .1 .  Age group Social Cognition n^an scores fo r  s ig n i f i c a n t  
others (s u b - te s ts ) .  (Note: Age groups are i d e n t i f i e d  by 
numbers a t  each end o f  l in e  graphs).
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In order to simplify Table 6.1 and Fig. 6.1, classifications 
on the basis of sex were collapsed within each of the age 
groups since no significant differences for sex occurred.
The overall means for Father and Teacher were the lowest 
whilst that for the Sibling was the highest of the 6 sig­
nificant others. Within the age groups, the four year 
group means were considerably higher than all others which 
generally decreased as age increased from 5 years to 9 years. 
The pattern for each of the graphs is reasonably similar 
and very little interaction effect is noted (see Fig. 6.1).
The SC Sub-test age group means are shown in Table 6.2.
Table 6.2 Social Cognition Sub-test age group means for
main study experiment (N = 180; Cell size = 30)
Age Group (years)
4 5 6 7 8 9
SC Sub-test 
Means
27.49 23.83 23.10 22.38 22.60 21.95
Quite predictably the SC Sub-test means (Table 6.2) follow 
the pattern of SC means for the full SC test, (see Chapter 
IV, p.llBTable 4.2). The 4 year mean was the greatest with 
a marked decrease occurring by 5 years. The fall is less 
marked from 5 to 6 years with a very gradual decline to the 
9 year group which has the lowest mean.
The three-way analysis of variance (Significant Other Sub­
test scores x Age Group x Sex) is shown in Table 6.3.
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Table 6.3 Analysis of Variance (three-way) of Social
Cognition Significant Other Sub-test scores 
for main study experiment
Source S.S. df MS F P
A .(Age). ; 3700.771 5 740.154 12.497 **
B (Sex) 17.379 1 17.379 0.293 n.s.
A X B 
(Interaction)
68.371 5. 13.674 0.231 n.s.'
Error 
(Within Groups)
9950.067 168 59.227
C
(SC sub-tests)
279.982 5 55.996 7.567 **
A X C 
(Interaction)
180.968 25 7.239 0.978 n.s.
B X C 
(Interaction)
13.516 5 2.703 0.365 n.s.
A X B X C 
(Interaction)
155.368 25 6.215 0.840 n.s.
Error
(C X Within Groups)6215.667 840 7.400
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
n.'s. Not significant (p <  0.05)
The three-way analysis of variance ( 6 x 6 x 2 )  yielded sig­
nificant F values for age (F = 12.497; 5,168 df; p c  0.01) 
and for SC Sub-tests (F = 7.567; 5,840 df; p < 0.01), but 
a non-significant result for sex (F = 0.293; 1,168 df; 
p >  0.05). All interaction effects were also non-significant 
(p p> 0.05) .
The Newman-Keuls post hoc comparisons of overall means for 
SC Significant Other Sub-tests are shown schematically in 
Table 6.4 and post hoc comparisons of means within age groups 
for Significant Others are shown in Table 6.5.
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Table 6.4 Schematic representation of Newman-Keuls
post hoc comparison of ordered overall means 
for SC Significant Other Sub-tests. (Criter­
ion level for acceptance of significant diff­
erence: p <0.05)
FATHER TEACHER PEOPLE MOTHER CLASS SIBLING
The ordered means (Table 6.4) increase in value from left 
(Father) to right (Sibling). Significant others underlined 
by a common line do not differ significantly from each other 
whilst those not underlined by a common line do differ sig­
nificantly. Thus, the Father mean is significantly differ­
ent from all other means except the Teacher mean. The Class 
mean is significantly different from all except that for 
Mother. The Sibling mean is significantly greater than all 
other means.
The Newman-Keuls post hoc comparison of means within age 
groups for Significant Others is shown in Table 6.5.
The ordered means in Table 6.5 increase in value from left 
to right. Thus, in the 4 year group, the 'P' or People mean 
is least whilst the 'M' or Mother mean is greatest. If the 
order of the means within age groups is observed, a reason­
ably consistent pattern is noted. Teacher and Father SC 
means tend to be the lowest, whilst those for Class and 
Sibling tend to be the highest. The Sibling SC mean was 
consistently the highest within the five to nine year groups 
whilst the Father SC mean was consistently below that
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for Mother.
Table 6.5 Schematic representation of Newman-Keuls 
post hoc comparison of ordered age group 
means for SC Significant Other Sub-tests. 
(Criterion level for acceptance of signif­
icant difference: p <0.05). (M = Mother;
F = Father; T = Teacher; S = Sibling;
C = Class; P = People or Generalized Other)
Order of Means from Low to HighAge Group 
(years)
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
n.s. Not significant
^  Denotes tied or identical means
The Newman-Keuls post hoc comparison of SC Sub-test age group 
means is shown schematically in Table 6.6
Table 6.6 Schematic representation of Newman-Keuls
post hoc comparison of SC Sub-test age group 
means. (Criterion level for acceptance of 
significant differences: p <  0.05).
Ordered Age Group Sub-test Means
4 yrs. .5 yrs. 6 yrs. 8 yrs. 7 yrs. 9 yrs.
The 4 year mean was the greatest (27.49) whilst the 9 year 
mean was the least (21.95). The 4 year SC Sub-test mean v/as
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significantly lô&s. than all others. No significant differ­
ences occurred between the other age group means.
(ii) THE OTHER SELF MEASURE
OS significant other mean scores are shown in Table 6.7 and 
graphically in Fig. 6.2.
Table 6.7 Other-Self Significant Other mean scores for
main study experiment (N = 180; Cell size = 30)
Age Group 
(years)
OS Significant Other
Mother Father Teacher Sibling Class People
4 4.60 4.40 4.25 4.40 4.30 4.40
5 ■ 4.60 3.90 4.25 4.35 4.10 4.45
6 ! 4.00 3.90 4.45 3.80 4.05 4.10
......
7 3.90 3.85 3.75 3.85 3.65 3.80
8 3.90 3.75 3.70 3.50 3.45 4.00
9 3.95 3.80 4.00 3.10 3.80 4.00
Overall
Means
4.16 3.93 4.07 3.83 3.89 4.13
(Note: 'People' refers to the concept of Generalized Other).
As with the measure of Social Cognition, in order to simpli­
fy Table 6.7 and Fig. 6.2, classifications on the basis of 
sex were collapsed within each of the age groups since no 
significant differences for sex occurred.
The overall means for Sibling and Class were the smallest 
whilst that for Mother was the greatest of the 6 significant 
others. Within the age groups, the four and five year groups 
means were generally greatest whilst the older group means 
tended to be lower. Some interaction effect is evidenced
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in the graphs derived mainly from responses based upon the 
Teacher and Sibling as referents. (See Fig. 6.2).
The OS age group mean scores for the Significant Others are 
shown in Table 5.8.
Table 6.8 Other Self age group means for Significant 
Others for main study experiment.
(N = 180; Cell size = 30)
Age Group (years)
4 5 6 7 8 9
OS
Means
4.39 4.27 4.05 3.80 3.72 3.78
The OS means (Table 6.8) generally decline across the age 
range from 4 years to 9 years, however, from 7 years onwards 
the differences tend to be marginal. This pattern is simi­
lar to that reported in Chapter V (see Table 5.1, p.138 ) 
and is to be expected since Table 6.8 is but an analysis 
based on the elements of the full OS test means reported in 
Table 5.1. .
The three-way analysis of variance (OS Significant Other 
score X Age x Sex) is shown in Table 6.9.
The three-way analysis of variance ( 6 x 6 x 2 )  yielded sig­
nificant F values for age (F = 4.926; 5,168 df; p < 0.01) 
and for OS Significant Other mean scores (F = 4.225; 5,840 df; 
p < 0.01) but a non-significant result for sex (F = 0.41;
1,168 df; p > 0.05). One interaction effect was also sig­
nificant;. (A X C; Age x OS Significant Other scores; F = 1.623;
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25,840 df; p < 0.05). All other interaction values of F 
were non-significant (p > 0.05).
Table 6.9 Analysis of Variance (three-way) of Other-
Self Significant Other scores for main study 
experiment.
Source SS df MS F P
A (Age) 72.089 5 14.418 4.926 **
B (Sex) 1.200 1 1.200 0.410 n.s.
A X B
(Interaction) 3.000 5 0.600 0.205 n.s.
Error
(Within 491.711 168 2.927
Groups)
C (OS scores) 15.444 5 3.089 4.225 * *
A X C 
(Interaction)
29.667 25 1.187 1.623 *
B X C 
(Interaction)
7.222 5 1.444 1.976 n.s.
A X B X C 
(Interaction)
13.511 25 0.540 0.739 n.s.
Error
(C !x .Within 614.156 840 0.731
Groups)
** Significant at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the 0.05 level
n.s. Not significant (p >  0.05)
The Newman-Keuls post hoc comparisons of overall means foi
OS Significant Other scores are shown schematically in 
Table 6.10, whilst post hoc comparisons of means within 
age groups for Significant Others are shown in Table 5.11.
The ordered means (Table 6.10) increase in value from left 
(Sibling) to right (Mother). As stated previously, means 
underlined by a common line do not differ significantly from
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each other, whilst those not underlined by a common line do 
differ significantly. Thus, the Sibling mean is significant­
ly less than all except the Class mean; the Class and Father 
means are not significantly different from each other, but 
are both significantly less than the means for Teacher,
People and Mother.
Table 6.10 Schematic representation of Newman-Keuls
post hoc comparison of ordered overall means 
for OS Significant Other scores. (Criterion 
level for acceptance of significant differ­
ence : p <  0.05)
SIBLING CLASS FATHER TEACHER PEOPLE MOTHER
Table 6.11 Schematic representation of Newman-Keuls 
post hoc comparison of ordered age groups 
means for OS Significant Other scores. 
(Criterion level for acceptance of signif­
icant difference: p <  0.05). (M = Mother;
F = Father; T = Teacher; S = Sibling;
C = Class; P = People or Generalized Other)
Order of Means from Low to HighAge Group 
(years)
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
n.s. Not significant
Denotes tied or identical means.
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The ordered means in table 6.11 increase in value from left 
to right. If the order of the OS means within age groups 
(Table 6.11) is observed, then reasonably consistent values 
for some significant others are noted. The OS means for 
Class are generally low and the means for Mother and People 
tend to be high. The Sibling means are moderately high at
4 and 5 years but are low at age 8 and 9 years. The Father
05 means are consistently below those of Mother and tend to 
fall in the middle or lower sections of the range.
The Newman-Keuls post hoc comparison of OS age groups means 
for significant others is shown in Table 6.12.
Table 6.12 Schematic representation of Newman-Keuls
post hoc comparison of ordered Other-self 
age group means for significant others. 
(Criterion level for acceptance of signif­
icant difference: p < 0.05).
Ordered Age Group Means 
4 yrs 5 yrs 6 yrs 7 yrs 9 yrs 8 yrs
The 4 year mean was the highest (4.39) whilst the 8 year 
mean was the lowest (3.78). The 4 year and 5 year means 
were significantly greater than the 7, 8 and 9 year means. 
Differences between the 4, 5 and 6 year means and between 
the 6, 7, 8 and 9 year means were not significant.
DISCUSSION
For each of-the measures, the analysis of the children’s 
perceptions derived from others, of (i) the perceived con­
sequences of their actions (SC) and (ii) their perceptions
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of self-worth (OS), resulted in overall significant differ­
ences between scores relating to the significant others. In 
addition the overall differences for age (reported in Chapters 
IV and V) were replicated within the SC significant other 
sub-tests and within the analysis based upon the individual 
items (that is, for each significant other) of the OS meas­
ure.
Schaffer’s (1971) concept of the existence of a hierarchy 
of attachments to significant others has received some 
support, however, the hierarchies that emerged from analysis 
of the data based upon use of the two measures, suggest 
that changes in hierarchies may occur which depend upon
(i) the dimensions of the particular measure employed and
(ii) the age of the children under consideration. The SC 
measure with its presumed permissiveness-authoritarianism 
dimension yielded quite a different hierarchy from the OS 
measure which apparently taps an acceptance-rejection di­
mension. The nature of the differences in the hierarchies 
will be manifested in the discussion that follows.
Significant Others and Social Cognition
The three-way analysis of variance yielded significant dif­
ferences for age and for SC sub-tests (significant other 
sub-totals) but non-significant differences for sex and in­
teraction effects. (See Table 6.3).
The overall SC sub-test means for Father and Teacher were 
the lowest which indicate the least amount of perceived 
permissiveness associated with the child’s actions whilst 
those for Sibling and Class indicate the greatest amount 
of perceived permissiveness (See Tables 6.1 and 6.4). The
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Sibling mean was (on the post hoc Newman-Keuls test) signif­
icantly greater than all others, the Class mean was signifi­
cantly greater than those of People, Teacher and Father 
whilst the Father mean was significantly less than all ex­
cepting the Teacher mean. (See Table 6.4). To interpret 
this hierarchy in terms of the SC measure, it appears that, 
generally, four to nine year old children perceive Father 
and Teacher to be the most authoritarian in relation to the 
children's everyday actions whilst their Sibling and Class 
are perceived to be the most permissive. These findings 
for Sibling and Class appear to conflict with the widely- 
held view that peers tend to judge each other's actions 
with more harshness than older people would judge them.
But this can be explained partly by reference to the clinic­
al data discussed in the section of Chapter III (pp.96-99) 
which deals with the Features of the SC Items. It was noted 
here that numerous children held deviant or atypical per­
ceptions of the consequences of their actions when using 
their Sibling or Class as referents. Such children would 
respond with high SC scores for items having a negative 
valence. In addition, the perceived power (discussed by 
Danziger, 1971) that the Sibling and Class held over the 
four to nine year old, most likely would be less than that 
for the adult significant others when used as referents.
The overall SC age group differences are shown in Fig. 6.1 
and in Table 6.6. The four year SC scores were signifi­
cantly greater than those for all age groups whilst differ­
ences between the other age groups (5 years to 9 years) 
were all non-significant. All interaction effects were 
non-significant together with differences resulting from
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classification according to sex.
Observation of Fig. 6.1 reveals a fairly uniform pattern 
for each of the graphs with greatest uniformity occurring 
within the three older age groups (7, 8, 9 years). This 
may be interpreted as an indication that the six signifi­
cant others are regarded by the children in the older 
groups in a more consistent manner or, to state it differ­
ently, the hierarchical systems (within which the older 
children locate themselves when relating their behaviour 
to the SC measure) tend to be more homogeneous in nature 
within the older age groups than they do for the younger 
age groups. The Father and Teacher were generally regard­
ed as the least permissive and as such, might be regarded 
as the most powerful of the significant others. The six 
to nine year group generalized other (or People) means 
were very similar to each other and were located quite 
consistently in relation to :the remaining significant other 
means within the respective age groups. The four and five 
year People means were quite disparate from each other as 
well as from all other People means which suggests that the 
concept of a generalized other is more meaningful after the 
age of six years. (See Table 6.1 and Fig. 5.1).
The Newman-Keuls post hoc tests for significant differences 
between SC sub-test means within the age groups yielded 
only one such difference. '(See Table 6.5). Within the 
six year group, the Father mean was significantly less than 
the Sibling mean. The almost total lack of significant 
differences within the age groups may have resulted (i) from 
the smaller numbers within each of the age groups and (ii)
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because of the effect that learned social norms have on the 
child's perceptions of the consequences of his behaviour 
when it was related to the 8 SC items. In effect, the 
children (in particular the older ones) would be able to 
categorise the SC items into negative and positive actions 
as a result of having learned social norms associated with 
acts such as "scribbling on the wall" or "spilling dinner 
on the table."
Significant Others and the Other Self
The OS significant other means (See Table 6.7 and Fig. 6.2) 
present a quite different set of hierarchies (presumably 
based on the dimension of acceptance-rejection) from those 
of the SC sub-test measure. The analysis of variance of 
OS significant other scores yielded significant differences 
for age, between significant others as well as for the in­
teraction effect, age x OS significant other (A x C). Dif­
ferences for sex and the remaining interaction effects were 
not significant.
It has been assumed that the OS measure taps feelings of 
self-worth derived from significant others, or that it op­
erates on an acceptance-rejection dimension (see Chapter III,
p.64 ) since it asks the question^"What does .... nearly
always think of you?" This question does not possess the
unifying properties of social norms that are inherent in 
the SC items and which relate to specific actions. General­
ly, there is no justification to believe that feelings of
self-worth (as expressed in the OS responses) derived from 
one individual should resemble those derived from any other 
individual. However, this does not exclude the possibil-
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ity of strong generalized feelings of self-worth (derived 
from others) that may be associated with poor levels of 
social awareness and which are manifested in narcissistic 
and/or egocentric behaviour. Such is probably the explan­
ation for the uniformly high OS significant other means in 
the four and five year groups (see Fig. 6.2).
The overall post hoc analysis of OS significant other scores 
yielded significant differences and an hierarchical struct­
ure which suggests that the Mother, Generalized Other (or 
People) and Teacher were the most accepting, the Sibling 
and Class were the least accepting, whilst the Father v;as 
located intermediately but always lower than Mother (see 
Table 6.10). This OS hierarchy is in considerable con­
trast to the social norm-based SC hierarchy (compare Tables . 
6.4 and 6.10). This lends support to the discreteness of 
the two measures since quite different hierarchies have 
emerged. *
The within age groups analysis of OS significant others 
(Table 6.11) yielded,significant differences for the 5 year,
6 year and 9 year groups. Within the 5 year group, the 
Father mean was significantly less (an^ thus perceived as ; 
less accepting) than the People and Mother means; within 
the 6 year group, the Sibling and Father means were signif­
icantly less than the Teacher mean whilst in the 9 year 
group, the Sibling mean was significantly less than all . 
other means. The order op- means suggests that the Sibling >
is perceived as much more accepting at ages. 4 and 5 years 
but this perceived quality declines with age, such that by 
9 years, the Sibling is perceived to be the least accept-
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ing (or the least likely to be associated with feelings of 
self-worth) of all of the significant others. In addition, 
the Class means throughout the entire age range were also 
generally low which suggest that peers provide little to­
wards feelings of self-worth when compared with adults such 
as Mother and Teacher.
Most of the significant interaction effect (age x OS sig­
nificant other score) can be accounted for within the 6 year 
and 9 year age groups. OS significant other mean scores 
tended to decline in value as age increased, however, for 
the 6 year group the Teacher mean was the highest of all 
and the Sibling mean was less than that for the 7 year group. 
The 9 year group OS significant other scores were all loc­
ated intermediately between those for the 6 and 7 year groups 
except for the Sibling mean which was the lowest of any 
mean. The Generalized Other (or People) means are also 
responsible to a lesser degree for this significant effect. 
These interaction effects may provide information which re­
lates changes in hierarchies to development across the age 
range. For example, the Sibling at ages 6 and 9 years may 
be a source of many negative feelings of self-worth perhaps 
because of increased rivalry at these ages.
The OS significant other means declined across the age range 
from 4 to 9 years except that the 9 year mean (3.78) was 
slightly higher than the 8 year mean (3.72) (See Table 6.8). 
The post hoc test for significant differences (Table 6.12) 
indicated that the 4 and 5 year groups were significantly 
greater than the 7, 8 and 9 year groups whilst all other 
differences were not significant. This finding for OS
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significant others replicates that for the whole OS test 
reported in Chapter V (see Newman-Keuls test, p.140 ). For 
4 and 5 year olds it appears that quite positive feelings 
of self-worth tend to be generalized across the set of sig­
nificant others. These feelings may be the product of 
egocentrism and/or narcissism, combined with cognitive con­
straints associated with the incapacity for decentration. 
Nevertheless, they are phenomenological in nature and as 
such, they are the major determinants of the child's be­
haviour when compared with the significant others' actual 
feelings toward that child.
Summary
The analysis of the SC sub-test and OS significant other 
scores yielded significant differences between the 6 refer­
ents within each of the test analyses.
Different hierarchies emerged: (i) for the SC measure,
which it is assumed operates on a dimension of permissive- 
ness-authoritarianism, the Father and Teacher were general­
ly perceived to be the least permissive (and perhaps per­
ceived as the most powerful) whilst the Sibling and Class 
were perceived to be the most permissive.
(ii) for the OS measure, which apparently taps an acceptance- 
rejection dimension, the Mother was perceived as the most 
accepting whilst the peer group referents of Sibling and 
Class were the least accepting.
Some within age group differences between referents were 
significant and the sequence of the ordered means of sig­
nificant others, whilst containing some consistencies were 
not uniform. This supports Schaffer's (1971) contention
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that hierarchies may change over time.
Age group differences that occurred within both the SC and 
OS significant other analyses replicated the findings for 
the complete tests.
The marked difference in the order of the overall SC and 
OS means is interpreted as support for the discreteness of 
the two scales.
CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In this chapter the various findings arising from the study 
are summarised and the theoretical implications of these re­
sults are discussed. In addition, an indication is given 
of the areas where future research appears justified.
The status of the measures developed is such that they app­
ear to ‘have provided useful instruments with which to sup­
port some earlier-stated theoretical positions, for example, 
(1) the cognitive component of social awareness and (ii) 
the implied, but previously untested,; relationship between 
social cognition and the other-self (Lee, 1976). However, 
the Piagetian pronouncements referring to the inability of 
children as young as four or five years old to decenter 
their thinking, in order to take account of the perspective 
of other persons, bave been brought into question. A dis­
cussion of such theoretical issues and the implications in­
herent in the findings of the study will be resumed later in 
this chapter. —  •
The broad aim of this research was to conduct a study of the 
development of the child's perceptions of himself within his 
home and school environments. In particular, the signifi­
cant others most generally used by the child for self-refer­
ence and from whom the norms of society were usually learned, 
were utilised.
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SAMPLING CONSIDERATIONS:
A six by two factorial design which provided for a cross- 
sectional study of four to nine year old children of both 
sexes, was chosen for the main study.
The lower limit of the sampled age range of four years was 
established after the results of the pilot study suggested 
that the tasks involved generally appeared to be beyond 
the capabilities of younger children. In addition, the re­
viewed literature such as Selman (1971) and Selman & Byrne 
(1974) supported the contention that four year olds were 
an appropriate age group with which to commence the study.
The upper age limit of nine years was set because most 
children of this age, according to piaget (1953), have ac­
quired the capacity for concrete operational thinking which 
subsumes the ability for decentration of thought or revers­
ibility of thinking. (Piaget suggested that this ability 
emerged at about seven years of age when the capacity for 
conservation of quantity, number and weight were generally 
acquired by children.)
Inasmuch as (i) the Ammons and Ammons (1959) Quick Test IQ 
means and standard deviations for both the Reliability and 
Main Study Samples, approximated the norms for that test, 
and (ii) the selected schools (from which the random samples 
were drawn) appeared to comprise a reasonable representation 
of a cross-section of the socio-economic statuses generally 
inherent in the wider population, the findings from the study 
may, with due caution, provide the basis for some generaliz­
ation. However, the nature of the OS and SC measures, which
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utilised a fixed set of significant others so that meaning­
ful statistical comparisons could be made across the age 
range and between the sexes, necessitated the prior elimin­
ation of children from single-parent families from the 
sample population.
This introduced into the study a potential source of sampl­
ing bias since children from single-parent families must 
represent a small but important section of the population. 
Single-parent families usually arise as a result of the 
death of one parent, separation or divorce of the parents, 
or a decision taken by one parent (usually the mother) to 
rear the child without the aid and participation of the 
other parent.
In considering the effects that the exclusion of this sec­
tion of the population could have on the data it is necess­
ary to take cognizance of the proportion of the population 
excluded from the sample as well as the possible nature 
of the children excluded:
For the Reliability Study, one child was excluded on this 
basis from the school population of 90 before random sampl­
ing was carried out. For the Main Study Experiment, 6.4 per 
cent of the population (that is, 72 children out of 1140 
enrolled in the schools) were excluded.
The characteristics of the children excluded may be the sub­
ject of some speculation. It is possible that such a group, 
because of the nature of their past experiences, may have 
exhibited more negative assessments of self-worth, derived 
from feelings of rejection or abandonment by the departed
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parent, if they had been tested, than children from two- 
parent families. Presumably, children who have lost a —
parent through death or parental separation are more vul­
nerable during the socialization process of childhood than 
children reared in the more usual two-parent families. On 
the other hand, some single-parents may over-compensate for 
the loss of the partner to produce quite different charact­
eristics in their children. Whilst the influence this 
group could have had on the overall research findings re­
mains indeterminate, it is clear that open-ended use of 
the two measures is the most appropriate for such a group. 
Such use could provide clinicians with valuable insights 
into children's perceptions of themselves within their 
respective social milieu. (See below for further discuss­
ion of open-ended use of the tests).
THE SOCIAL COGNITION AND OTHER SELF MEASURES 
The absence from the literature of reference to suitable 
tests which employ the principles of symbolic interaction- 
ism, as expounded by Mead (1934), made it necessary to de­
velop new measures for use in the study of children's per­
ceptions of themselves within their social environments. 
Indeed, a frequently-quoted criticism of Mead's theoretical 
formulations is that they "do not seem to be highly re- 
searchable" (Meltzer, 1972, p.21).
A phenomenological approach was used in the initial stages 
of test development (with children of appropriate ages) to 
determine the suitability of the content of the tests for 
such children. The language, the items and tasks were pro­
gressively tested, refined and rechecked until tests con­
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sidered suitable for a pilot study (Phase II of this research) 
were developed.
Although test construction was not the prime consideration 
of this thesis, the developed measures were made the subject 
of both reliability and validity studies (Phase III). Such 
studies have not been conducted on many of the self-concept 
and social-cognition measures that were surveyed, probably 
because of the nature of the theoretical constructs involved. 
Considerations of available time and resources restricted 
to some extent, the scope of this part of the study. How­
ever, acceptable levels of reliability and evidence for the 
validity of the measures were obtained on a sample of 50 
appropriately aged children. (See below for reliability 
coefficients). The Main Study Experiment (Phase IV) pro­
ceeded with the knowledge that these measures:
(i) appeared suitable for use with the age 
groups being studied,
(ii) employed the principles inherent in the 
theory of symbolic interactionism,
(iii) although somewhat limited by the sample 
size, were more acceptable in terms of 
the established reliability and validity 
than many of the previously surveyed 
(but unsuitable) existing measures-
Whilst significant results have arisen from analysis of the 
Main Study data, the interpretation of these findings ought 
to proceed with cognizance being taken of the need for more 
extensive reliability and validity studies of the two meas­
ures being made. (This is the most obvious avenue for 
further research since the usefulness of the two measures
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appears to have been established).
Open Ended Use of the Tests
Both the SC and OS measures allow the child to structure 
himself within,his unique phenomenal field, which was des­
cribed by Combs & Snygg (1959) as "the entire universe in­
cluding himself, as it is experienced by the individual".
By reference to his significant others, who are the persons 
or groups considered to be the most important sources for 
self-reference, the child is able to evaluate himself (the 
OS measure) as well as selected everyday actions that he 
might maJce (the SC measure) . For the main empirical study 
it was necessary to utilise a fixed set of significant 
others so that valid statistical comparisons could be made. 
However, during the course of the study and at the suggest­
ion of one of the head-teachers, the tests were administer­
ed in an open-ended fashion by utilising all the significant 
others, who lived with or regularly interacted with, indiv-' 
idual children whose general behaviour and social adjustment 
was of concern to the teachers. This clinical use of the 
instruments appeared to provide useful information about 
the child's perceptions of the attitudes and feelings of 
others towards him. With this further knowledge of the 
child, the teachers suggested that they;would be able to 
cope better with such children.
An individual's phenomenal field is unique by definition; 
it consists of the unique perceptions of that individual.
This characteristic is most important since Ausubel et al 
(1954) and Snygg & Combs (1949) argue that the actual per­
ceptions of an individual (and not the accuracy of those 
perceptions) are the most relevant and proximate determin-
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ants of behaviour and personality development. Open-ended 
use of the measures allows the clinician to gain insight 
into the child's perceived relationships within his phenom­
enal field, by providing the child with the opportunity 
firstly to structure himself within that field, and secondly, 
(by the use of discrete questions following an individual 
response during testing) to explore the nature of his per­
ceived relationships. Questions such as, "Why would ....
be cross if you gave him/her a cuddle?" were generally found 
to elicit forthright explanations. The measures, when used 
in this manner, have the quality of objectivity (the res­
ponses in terms of the Faces Scale) whilst simultaneously 
providing the child with opportunities to make projective 
interpretations about his perceptions of himself within his 
phenomenal field.
Possible Therapeutic Effects of Testing
It was suggested in Chapter III, that during the administra­
tion of the two objective-projective tests, the child was 
more than a passive responding agent. Shields (in press) 
and Schaffer (1975) have suggested that psychologists need 
to pay attention to the experiencing infant rather than to 
the residual of his experience. Most psychological tests 
attempt to measure this residual of experience. However, 
after testing children in one school with the SC and OS 
measures, the head-teacher suggested that the tests may have 
a therapeutic effect on children since the test provided 
probably the first opportunity for children to structure 
themselves within their social environments. This specula­
tion appears worthy of further research of a longitudinal 
nature to test the veracity of the suggestion.
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The Social Cognition Measure
This measure taps the child's perceptions of the attitudes 
others hold towards him in eight everyday situations. Soc­
ial cognition within this context was best described by 
Shantz (1975) as how the child comes to understand the 
thoughts, intentions, emotions and viewpoints of others.
The test consisted of eight items (based upon prosaic situ­
ations) and for the reliability study as well as the main 
empirical study, six sets of responses (regarded as six 
sub-tests) were obtained for each item. The sub-tests rep­
resented the child's perceptions of how each of the six 
significant others (Mother, Father, Teacher, Sibling, School 
Class and Generalized Other) would react to the child in 
each of the situations.
Maximum or high scores on items indicated that the child's 
perceptions were that the significant other would be very 
pleased or happy with the child in the specific situations, 
whilst the minimum or very low scores indicated that the 
child's perceptions were that the significant other would be 
very displeased or cross with the child within the situât- • 
ions. On this basis, as well as on the basis of the record­
ed incidental clinical findings, it was suggested that an 
authoritarian-permissiveness dimension mayhoperate within 
the social cognition measure (see Chapter III, p.63 since 
children who consistently score the highest on the social 
cognition items are indicating perceived pleasure derived 
from others' attitudes to their actions, irrespective of 
whether such actions are generally judged to be positive or 
negative. Similarly, children who consistently respond with
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the lowest social cognition scores on both positive or neg­
ative items are indicating perceived displeasure in others 
and a more punitive perceptual field.
The overall reliability coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1970) 
for the full social cognition test of 48 items was .88.
For the sub-tests the coefficients fell within the range of 
.49 (Father) to .75 (Sibling). Alpha coefficients for the 
remaining significant others as well as for significant 
others within the individual age groups were presented in 
Table 3.4.
Construct validity of the social cognition measure was ex­
amined by means of significant other (sub-test) intercorrel­
ations , both for the overall reliability sample as well as 
within age groups (see Tables 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 3.10). An in­
creasing consensus about the perceived consequences of the 
social cognition items occurred as age increased. Sub-test 
mean correlations increased from .40 for the 4/5 year group 
to .62 for the 8/9 year group (see Table 3.11). This in­
creasing consensus associated with increasing age was in­
terpreted as evidence for an increase in social awareness 
of the normative expectations (of others) associated with 
the eight situational items.
The Other Self Measure
The other-self measure allows the child to structure himself 
within his social milieu in terms of how he values himself; 
such valuations are derived from the perceived attitudes of 
the significant others. The test as used in the reliability 
and main study experiments was a single-item test: "Show
me what ..... nearly always thinks of you." .... whether
"nearly always very good" etc. to "nearly always very naughty."
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Six responses to this item were sought, that is, one for each 
of the significant others.
Maximum or high scores suggest that the child believes that 
the significant others think he is nearly always good or very 
good, whilst very low scores suggest that his self-perceptions 
are that he is nearly always regarded as naughty or very 
naughty. For similar reasons as' those proposed for the soc­
ial cognition measure, it was suggested that the other-self 
measure taps an acceptance-rejection dimension within the 
child's self-perceptions.
The retest reliability of the other-self measure was found 
to be r = .81 for the 4/5 years group; r = .92 for the 6/7 
years group and r = .92 for the 8/9 years group.
This test was validated by the use of the Bristol Social 
Adjustment Guide (B.S.A.G.) (Stott, 1974) as well as by ref­
erence to the case studies of individual children. On the 
basis of the B.S.A.G., as well as by reference to the clinic­
al data, the interpretation that the other-self scores near­
er to the age group means indicated better social adjustment 
than scores nearer to the extremities of the ranges for the 
relevant age groups was supported.
THE FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE MAIN STUDY 
The tenor of the two broad hypotheses postulated at the end 
of Chapter I were generally supported by the findings of the 
empirical study.
General Hypothesis I: that the development of social cog­
nition and the other-self commences at about the age of 
four years and becomes better defined by the individual and 
more differentiated with age, was supported by the statistic-
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al analysis of data associated with the more operational hy­
pothesis postulated within Cfehpters IV and V. This general 
hypothesis was a derivation of the orthogenetic principle 
(enunciated by Werner, 1957) which (in part) suggested that 
development proceeded from a state of relative globality and 
lack of differentiation to a state of increasing differenti­
ation.
At age four, the mean scores of children, on both the OS and 
SC measures were the highest. High OS scores were interpret­
ed as an indication of very high feelings of self-worth (de­
rived from others) and a degree of narcissism. High SC scores 
were interpreted as indicating perceptions of excessive per­
missiveness in relation to the child's actions. As Selman 
(1971b) suggested, the child at this age, may have a sense 
of other, but fail to distinguish between the thoughts and 
perceptions of other and self. It seems reasonable to con­
clude from the study that the four year old appears to be­
lieve that his perspective of himself, together with his 
view of his actions, is in fact, the universal perspective.
The age means for the OS measure showed a general slight
but steady (significant) decline as age increased from four
to nine years (see Fig. 5.1). The lower and more realistic 
OS mean scores of the older children were interpreted as 
being the result of the longer period during which the soc­
ialization process could operate, together with an increas­
ing capacity to take the perspective of others.
The age means for the SC measure showed a more dramatic and
significant decline as age increased with almost a plateau 
effect between the six to nine year groups (see Fig. 4.1).
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The four year SC means were significantly greater than all 
other age group means. This was interpreted as indicating 
greater perceived permissiveness and less awareness of the 
social norms relative to the eight SC situations. The sim­
ilarity of the six to nine year SC means indicated that by 
the age of six years, social expectations, concerning the 
eight SC items, appeared to be generally well established 
since almost no change in SC means occurred after the age 
of six years. This was in contrast to the more gradual de­
cline in the OS mean scores which did not appear to plateau 
during the sampled age range. Presumably the other-self 
is the subject of continuing refinement or modification as 
successive reassessments of self-worth derived from refer­
ents (the significant others) are made. On the other hand, 
social cognition appears to be based more on social learn­
ing of what is correct or incorrect behaviour, which in 
turn is associated with the development of understanding 
of social norms relevant to the SC items.
It is important to note that the trends observed above in 
the SC and OS data are based upon group means which tend to 
mask individual differences. The SC plateau effect noted 
within the six to nine year groups does not imply that the 
test is of no further use after the age of six. It indic­
ates that most six to nine year olds have acquired (through 
social learning) an understanding of the social norms applic­
able to the SC measure, but also, because moderate standard 
deviations from the SC means continue after six years (see 
Fig. 4.1, p.119), the test is perhaps of nx>re use, since it 
separates children on the perceived permissiveness-authorit- 
arianism dimension. The marked decline in SC means from
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four to six years is most likely a function of the social 
learning of society's norms (that is, a developmental phen­
omenon) ; the deviations from the age group SC means from 
six to nine years (and especially those children whose SC 
scores are nearer to the extremities of the SC range) are 
probably those whose social cognition (social awareness or 
social sensitivity) is less well-developed.
The OS mean scores declined more gradually (than the SC 
means) across the age range.which presumably is a develop­
mental phenomenon but the OS standard deviations (see Fig.
5.1, p.139) continued to be quite large which (in a simil­
ar. fashion to the deviations from the SC means) attests to 
the measure's worth for assessing an individual's other- 
self concept.
Williams (1979) has suggested that the slight break in the 
OS and more marked break in the SC trends, that occurred 
in the six year group might be accounted for in terms of 
the change in approach to the children at school. It is 
at this stage that the experience of the reception class 
is over and schooling becomes somewhat more foirmal in nat­
ure. It is possible that a slight but perceptive differ­
ence in teacher attitude occurs at about this time. In 
addition, it has been argued (Chapter V, pJL45 ) that sig­
nificant others are generally more permissive and tolerant 
of younger children's misdemeanours (such as those in the 
negative SC items) and more appreciative of their good act­
ions than they would be for older children. Another most 
important factor raised by Williams (1979) is the different 
perceptions of less able children within the school environ-
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ment. By the age of six or seven years, the sense of fail­
ure and inability to please the teachers (and possibly par­
ents) with, for example, neat correct school work or success­
ful oral reading, would be becoming a significant part of 
the less able child's school experience. Self-esteem needs, 
identified as part of Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs, do 
not appear to be satisfied in less able children within the 
school environment. Token reinforcements and praise for 
relatively good individual performances are (all too often) 
not forthcoming for such children; failure in school work 
reinforces negative feelings of self-worth, which in turn, 
may produce expectations of future failure such that a cyc­
lical pattern involving school failures and low self-esteem 
is established. Maslow (1954, 1958) has argued that, with­
in the hierarchy of needs of an individual, subordinate needs 
must be generally satisfied before higher needs can be attain­
ed. Within the hierarchy, self-esteem needs are in the pen­
ultimate position whilst self-actualization needs (including 
the desire for the acquisition of learning and knowledge) are 
at the apex. If Maslow's contention concerning the order for 
satisfying needs is correct, then self-esteem needs are an 
integral factor in the educative process. Staines (1979) 
supports this position by suggesting that a major job of 
teachers is to give children legitimate grounds for self­
esteem.
No analysis which took account of school success and reflect­
ed feelings of self-worth was made in this study. It could 
be fruitful in future research to pursue a study of SC and 
OS of less scholastically able children compared with child­
ren who are successful at school. It is possible that from
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six years onwards, experience of adult attitudes in the 
school situation is perceived differently by unsuccessful 
as opposed to successful children.
General Hypothesis II: that the measure of social cognition
will, to some extent, monitor the development of the other- 
self was supported by the statistical analyses in Chapter V.
Correlations of OS-SC scores were high (r = .77) for the 
four year group, moderate (r = .55) for the five year group 
but were very low (approaching zero) for the six to nine 
year groups. The findings (both statistically and clinical) 
suggest that the higher correlations in the four and five 
year groups probably resulted from a contamination of the 
OS construct by the SC construct.
Younger children who had low SC scores tended to have low 
OS scores and similarly those with high SC scores tended 
to have high OS scores. The clinical evidence obtained 
from younger children suggested that they appeared to be 
unable to distinguish between the specific attitudes of 
others towards them (as manifested by the SC items) and 
the more generalised attitudes of others that are inherent 
in the OS responses. These findings indicate that social 
cognition has a much greater influence on other-self de­
velopment of younger children than it does for older child­
ren.
Statistical and clinical evidence was found for the propos­
ition that older children appear to differentiate between 
perceived others' reactions to them in everyday situations 
(manifested by SC data) and generalised feelings of self- 
worth derived from others (manifested by OS data). The
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j^^ Q2.dental clinical evidence obtained suggested that older 
children, could identifiy the disapproval others would dem­
onstrate in negative SC situations, but still maintain 
realistic feelings of self-worth as expressed in the OS
measure.
Combs & Snygg (1959) maintain that commonplace experiences 
(such as those in the SC items) have the most profound 
effects on the development of the self. This assertion is 
supported by the data in the present study. Within this 
context, the nature of the relationship between social cog­
nition and the other-self may be stated thus: social cog­
nition may be regarded as a process which is involved in 
the development of the other—self which is the product.
Cognition, Social Awareness and the Self 
Cooley (1902) and Mead (1934) were two of the earliest 
writers to identify the cognitive component in the process 
of developing awareness of the self within the social 
milieu. The term social intelligence, which is regarded by 
Mead as a functioning part of symbolic interaction, incor­
porates cognition, whilst Cooley's concept of the looking- 
glass self (referred to as the other-self in this study), 
by definition, requires that the individual engage in the 
cognitive activity of decentration (or reversibility of 
thinking) to take account of others' attitudes towards him­
self. It has been suggested by Donaldson (1978, p.88) that 
during "the early stages, (of development) before the child 
has attained a full awareness of language, language is em­
bedded for him (the child) in the flow of events which ac­
company it (such that) the child does not interpret words 
in isolation - he interprets situations". In doing so, the
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child, according to Donaldson, develops the capability of 
recognising intentions in others. This requires a degree 
of decentration of thinking in order to take the perspect­
ive of others.
The capacity of younger children.to decentre has recently 
been the subject of debate. Piaget and Inhelder's (1955) 
classic study of the ability of young children to decentre 
(using the three mountains experiment) suggested that child­
ren younger than about seven years, were generally egocen­
tric in their thinking (and hence lacked the ability to de- 
centre or take the perspective of others). This finding 
was of importance for the present study since the SC and 
OS measures required that the child be able to take!the view­
point or perspective of others.
Mueller (1972), Donaldson (1978) and Shields (in press) 
were critical of the notion that young children were ego­
centric and hence unable to decentre their thinking.
Shields has suggested that the results of such studies 
were dependent upon how the tasks were operationalized.
Selman's (1971b) study has shown that children as young as 
three years -can, to some extent, decentre in social cog­
nition tasks and Donaldson (1978) has argued that, whilst 
young children (like the rest of us) fail sometimes to 
appreciate the relativity of their own perspective, they 
are capable of escaping from it. Donaldson supports the 
notion of appropriate operationalization of the tasks, in 
such studies, by suggesting that where children gave ego­
centric responses, their interpretations often did not cor­
respond to the experimenter's intention and that the quest­
ions asked could not be regarded as "normal", given the
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rules of language.
The findings (both empirical and clinical) of the present 
study support the notion that children younger than seven 
years are capable of decentration. The language used in 
the two tests was very carefully selected so as to be under­
stood by young children and the intentions of the experi­
menter, during testing, were made quite clear to the child-2 
ren.
Hierarchies of Significant Others
The responses derived from the six significant others, de­
fined as sub-tests for the SC measure and item responses 
for the OS measure, provided the opportunity for hierarch­
ical analyses in terms of the dimensions of the two tests.
The dimension identified as operating within the SC measure 
was one of permissiveness-authoritarianism, whilst that for 
the OS measure was identified as one of acceptance-rejection. 
These dimensions have not been the subject of empirical 
study but were identified after examination of the content 
of the items in the two tests, as well as from incidental 
findings of a clinical nature recorded during the testing 
phase.
Both analyses of (i) the SC sub-test means and (ii) the OS 
response means yielded changing orders of means (or hier­
archies) as age increased. In addition, the hierarchies 
for each of the tests (within each age group and overall) 
were different from each other thus supporting the conten­
tion that the two tests were measuring quite different char­
acteristics. Schaffer (1971) has noted that hierarchies
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of attachment may change with age; this notion is also sup­
ported by the present study.
Changes in the SC (or the permissiveness-authoritaiianism) 
dimension occurred as follows: at age four years, Mother
and Father were perceived as the most permissive; from age 
five years onwards, the Sibling^was perceived as most per- 
missive. Teacher and Father were perceived as the least 
permissive whilst Mother^tended to occupy a somewhat inter­
mediate position within the hierarchy (see Table 6.5). The 
overall analysis for the total sample, placed the Sibling 
and Class as the most permissive referents with Father and 
Teacher as the most authoritarian (see Table 6.4). This 
finding is not surprising since fathers and teachers are 
frequently represented to children as authority figures, 
whilst children of similar age (represented by the Sibling 
and Class categories) have little or no perceived authority 
or power over the individual child.
Changes with age in the OS hierarchies, operating along the 
acceptance-rejection dimension, were somewhat less marked 
than those within the SC hierarchies. Mother tended to be 
perceived as most accepting. Father was consistently below 
Mother and the peer group means of Sibling and Class were 
perceived as the least accepting within most age groups.
The position of the Teacher tended to move steadily from 
one of low acceptance (at age four years) to a quite high 
position with the older groups. Presumably, four year olds 
perceive their teacher as a most powerful significant other 
who daily directs the child's activity and attempts to con­
trol the child's behaviour in the sometimes stressful ab­
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sence of parents. By the age of eight or nine years, the 
teacher's role is probably perceived more realistically and 
the purposes of schooling are more clearly understood.
Teachers no longer are perceived as threatening to the 
child's security. This would be especially true for child­
ren who are succeeding in their classwork. A future study 
which compared the SC and OS hierarchies of academically 
successful children with academically unsuccessful, would 
probably establish different positions of the teacher in 
the hierarchies. One might speculate that the more success­
ful children would locate the teacher higher in both hier­
archies (that is, less authoritarian and less rejecting) 
than the academically unsuccessful children.
Educational Implications
The results of the various analyses associated with this 
study appear to have demonstrated the importance of the 
interrelatedness of home and school experience. Both in­
stitutions (the home and the school) provide significant 
others who act independently upon the child within his 
unique phenomenal field. Significant others, as well as 
acting as socializing agents in the behaviouristic'.sense of 
providing rewards and punishments (defined in the broadest 
sense), also act as mirrors in which the developing child 
regards and values himself and his actions from the view­
point of those others. This is the essence of phenomenol­
ogy, and writers such as Ausubel et al (1954) have pointed 
out that actual perceptions of individuals (and not thelz 
accuracy of those perceptions) form the basis for behaviour 
and personality development. Subtle cues and inferences
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(which often may not be intended by the significant others) 
therefore become the foundations for future behaviour and 
social adjustment- It seems important for both teachers 
and parents to be made aware of this.
The place of the Teacher within the child's phenomenal 
field appears to be most important. Within the hierarchies, 
the perceived Teacher's position changes considerably and 
is closely related to the perceived Father's position as 
a relatively authoritarian figure. The Teacher on the OS 
scale was perceived as low in acceptance by the younger 
age groups but improved somewhat as the age of children 
increased. The perceived low acceptance and high perceived 
authoritarianism attributed to teachers by the four and 
five year groups emphasises the effects on the child of 
moving from one secure institution (the home) to another 
(the school) where new people (teachers and aides) perhaps 
appear omnipotent as they direct relatively large groups 
of young children who still have so much to learn about 
successfully interacting with peers. It would seem im­
portant that teachers be made aware of the power with which 
the very young invest them and that perhaps the selection 
of a teacher for younger children should in some way be re­
lated to the teacher's capacity for empathie understanding.
Since social cognition appears to influence the development 
of the other-self so much more within these younger age groups 
it seems necessary for teachers, parents and others to iden­
tify and specify that actions per se (such as those in the 
negative SC items) are naughty or unacceptable rather than 
stating that the child is naughty or is rejected for having
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committed a negative act.
The importance of self-esteem needs has been discussed 
earlier in this chapter, especially in relation to schol­
astically less able children. The more capable children 
find it easier to maintain self-esteem within the school 
environment. However, Maslow's (1954, 1958) formulation 
of hierarchies of needs and the order for satisfaction of 
those needs, appears to be equally applicable to children 
across the whole range of abilities. Repeated failure or 
repeated communications (from teachers or parents) which 
are perceived by the individual as negative estimates of 
one's ovm worth possibly may be considered as contributory 
factors to lack of academic (or other) success as well as 
to a general negative self-concept.
Indications for Further Research
In addition to the areas for future research suggested 
earlier in this Chapter such as (i) SC and OS comparisons 
on the basis of academic success and (ii) the further de­
velopment of the measures, other possibilities may be con­
sidered.
Social class background has not featured within the study.
The main study sample was so stratified as to attempt to 
produce a reasonable cross-section of society. A study 
which took account of social class differences could pro­
duce useful and interesting results. Such a study could 
lead quite naturally into an examination of parent-child 
relationships, child-rearing styles and the effects of 
these on the development of social cognition and the other-
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self.
The tests appear to have tv;o useful methods of application
for future research. The tests may be administered:
(i) in a projective manner, using the more clinical 
open-ended method. This seems to be more appropriate 
for use with children who are regarded as socially 
maladjusted or who come from disturbed home back­
grounds. Longitudinal studies would appear to be 
useful in monitoring change in social cognition and 
the other-self as well as having a possible therapeu­
tic effect by assisting the child to structure himself 
more realistically within his social environment.
(ii) in an empirical setting, with an emphasis on 
objectivity, to extend the theory related to the areas 
under study. Such an approach would require the use 
of a predetermined fixed set of significant others 
which may include more (or less) than the six used 
for the present investigation. The present cross- 
sectional study was undertaken as a convenient method 
of initiating a developmental study. Longitudinal 
studies, whilst taking much longer, appear preferable 
to cross-sectional studies for monitoring developmental 
changes in children and would appear to be very useful 
within the context of this area.
MAIN FINDINGS
1. The other-self changes gradually between the ages of 
four and nine years apparently as a result of social 
experiences inherent in the general socialization pro­
cess .
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2. Social cognition is most highly correlated with and 
therefore perhaps has most influence upon the other- 
self within the four to five year age range.
3. Social cognition mean scores derived from items refer­
ring to commonplace situations declined sharply between 
the ages of four and six years, after which the means 
tended to plateau. The plateau was interpreted as 
representing evidence of children having become more 
fully aware of the social norms associated with those 
situations.
4. Children between the ages of four and seven years dem­
onstrated the ability to decentre (or to take the per­
spective of others).
5. The position of significant others, within children's 
hierarchies, changed with the age of the child. In 
particular, the perceived role of the teacher appeared 
to change most. Mothers were generally perceived as 
the most accepting by their children; Fathers and 
Teachers were perceived as the most authoritarian but 
Teachers were perceived as becoming more accepting as 
age of child increased.
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APPENDIX 1
Table of everyday situations generated by 4 
adult judges showing response frequencies,
N = 28. (Note: Items that generated more
categories of responses were regarded as 
better discriminators. )
Response Category on 
Item Scale of Faces
5 4 3 2 1
* gave ... a cuddle 23 3 1 1
left your clothes on the floor 1 12 9 8
* scribbled on the wall 1 2 8 19
ate all your dinner 13 12 3
* wouldn't go to bed when told 1 4 10 13
did a lovely painting 20 7 1
said naughty words or swore 1 2 25
gave ... a present 26 2
dried the dishes 8 17 3
* did a painting for ... 16 8 2 2
ripped or tore your book 1 1 2 24
made a cup of tea 11 8 7 2
* made a mess on the floor 1 1 4 12 10
* ate all your school dinner 13 11 4
helped mend the car 10 15 1 2
wouldn’t help set the table 8 12 8
read a library book 1 18 9
tidied your room 23 4 1
smashed a glass 6 9 13
were rude at the table 4 24
tore your shirt 16 12
helped make the toast 15 10 1 2
went to the shop 6 10 12
* spilt your dinner on the table 1 4 10 13
made your own bed 10 10 8
stole some money 1 27
* broke a cup 1 5 8 14
gave ... a sweet 25 3
swept the floor 23 4 1
weeded the garden 20 7 1
* Denotes Items selected for Social Cognition Measure
220
APPENDIX 2
Colourplates showing toy models used in 
Social Cognition and Other Self Measures
SOCIAL COGNITION (A) AND OTHER SELF (B) EVALUATION
School Class
Surname
A. SOCIAL COGNITION 
1
Teacher
Given Name
. .19
Date of Birth
Male
Female
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
A.
B.
M
gave him/her a cuddle
broke a cup
spilt your dinner on the 
table
did a painting for him/her
ate all your school dinner
scribbled on the wall
made a mess on the floor
wouldn't go to bed when 
told
TOTALS
OTHER SELF
BRISTOL SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT SCALE
Under reaction ,
Over reaction
Neurological
Total
QUICK TEST
M.A.
C.A.
I.Q.
... 1
Ui
H
fD
S
0
H-
5
1
(D
ft
s
M
(D0
a
CO
Q
E
s
s
1p
CO
CDU)
KJ
NJ
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CASE STUDY NO. 1
Age; 4 years 7 months
Other Self
Ml
3
M
18
F
23
Social Cognition 
T S C
19 18 17
B.S.A.G.
P
20
Lee
IQ = 115 Male
Total
16
Total
115
Over-reaction Neurological
0 1
Under-reaction 
4
Teacher Interview
"Lee is a nice little boy, he was shy in his new class but 
he has some confidence. Occasionally he passes saucy re­
marks. He needs time to adjust after school vacations; he 
reverts to being shy again. Other children tend to boss 
him around and he is a target for bullies. His mother and 
father both go out to work, and grandma seems to have a 
large share in rearing the children. He is an affectionate 
little boy; he seems to seek security with adults."
CASE STUDY NO. 2
Age: 4 years 5 months
Ben
IQ = 134 Male
Other Self
Total
10
M
19
Social Cognition 
F T S C P Total
19 17 9 21 18 103
Under-reaction
0
B.S.A.G.
Over-reaction
6
Neurological
0
Teacher Interview
"A nice-looking but very temperamental little boy. His be­
haviour fluctuates: at times he is self conscious and is
not confident with other children. He won't join in struct­
ured games, nor sing to the class as others will. He can 
be very spiteful and will laugh at other children when 
scolded. He won't take off his garments in front of other 
children nor me. He is too sophisticated for his age and 
at times hot-tempered. He has one friend who is totally sub­
missive. He is one of the boys - that is he likes guns, 
tractors and engines and is aggressive and boisterous. He 
hoards things and becomes upset if he loses an item. His 
language is advanced and speech usually logical; he likes 
to talk to adults rather than children. He is very intell­
igent and is beginning to settle to plasticine and colour­
ing. His visual discrimination is good; he can discrimin­
ate sounds and rhyme words. His physical co-ordination is 
not good. He hates painting, etc. because he gets his hands 
dirty. He is very jealous of his older sister. His mother 
is a cripple and she can't cope with him. She says he is 
going to be either a criminal or will be famous. His father, 
a teacher, does not seem important to him - he drinks a lot. 
He has just passed through a phase of not wanting to come to 
school."
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CASE STUDY NO. 3
Age ; 6 years 3 months
Alison
IQ = 74 Female
Other Self
Total
19
M
17
F
19
T
23
Social Cognition
S C P
19 18 17
B.S.A.G.
Over-reaction 
13
Total
113
Neurological
0
Under-reaction 
0
Teacher Interview
"She is the third child in a family of four and the youngest 
girl. She is not even-tempered and is often squabbling with 
other girls. She is more selfish than kindly but she likes 
to be helpful by cleaning up. She enjoys this and is very 
thorough; her mother is very houseproud and the children are 
always beautifully dressed. She is socially mature and I 
think her selfishness is inherited. She is the sort of child 
that sulks if corrected but she relates fairly well to teach­
ers in conversation. She spends much time with grandma.
Home life seems normal but ’the parents and grandparents do 
not relate well to the people in the village. Alison is 
lively and works well at school. She reads well and is a 
good average pupil except when in a mood."
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CASE STUDY NO. 4
Age: 6 years 6 months
Robert
IQ = 103 Male
Other Self
Total
22
M
22
F
19
T
19
Social Cognition
S C P
20 20 18
B.S.A.G.
Total
118
Over-reaction
1
Neurological
0
Under-reaction 
2
Teacher Interview
"An even-tempered little boy, predictable and very tired.
He is a kindly boy, pleasant but not well cared for. He is 
a very nice boy and popular with his peers. I think he is 
socially mature for his age; a bit naughty at times. He acc­
epts correction happily. He is very slow physically - that 
is slow to do work, perhaps he is lazy or can't work any 
faster. He is not slow mentally. I like him as a person.
He gossips. He seems happy at home; has a step father from 
second marriage; has loads of pets and it seems a stable 
home life. He does not seek undue attention. His school- 
work is behind because of his physical slowness and frequent 
absences. His relations with his siblings seem normal."
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CASE STUDY NO. 5
Age: 7 years 6 months
M
20
F
20
T
21
Other Self
Social Cognition
S C P
23 ' 23 18
Thomas
IQ = 105 Male
Total
25
Total
125
B.S.A.G.
Over-reaction
0
Neurological
0
Under-reaction 
0
Teacher Interview
"Thomas is a model pupil. He is the youngest of four boys 
and is wonderfully motivated. He has a great urge to achieve 
and work and he seems to be achieving above his brothers.
His language development was slow. He is very kindly and 
very unselfish but I have the impression that he is a little 
demon at home. I think he is socially mature and well-adjust­
ed. His homelife seems secure, settled and very stable - 
very sound indeed. Relationships there seem good and the 
parents are interested helpers at school. Thomas is very 
aware of things he can't do well, e.g. he can't draw. I 
think he is working at or above his general ability."
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CASE STUDY NO. 6
Age: 7 years 5 months
Mathew
IQ = 106 Male
Other Self
Total
28
M
21
F
21
T
22
Social Cognition
S C P
31 26 26
B.S.A.G.
Over-reaction 
14
Total
147
Neurological
0
Under-reaction 
2
Teacher Interview
"He is a very unpredictable, moody boy. He can be either 
kind or spiteful towards other children, depending on his 
mood. His father is a half-cast Indian and Mathew seems 
to resent this or perhaps be ashamed of the fact. He gets 
on reasonably well with other children and adults but he 
is immature. He is not very honest, can be a bit shy and 
at times does very silly things. He is easily misled by 
other children. School progress is poor - he is very lazy 
but appears to be bright at times. I, don't know anything 
of his home life."
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CASE STUDY NO. 7
Age : 7 years 6 months
Sean
IQ = 105 J4ale
Other Self
Total
29
M
28
F
28
T
19
Social Cognition
S C P
40 35 22
B.S.A.G.
Total
173
Over-react ion 
19
Neurological
0
Under-reaction 
1
Teacher Interview
"A reasonably even-tempered boy who may occasionally have an 
outburst. He has a kindly nature, is friendly with a nice 
smile and a twinkle in his eye. He gets on well with both 
children and adults. He is slightly immature but is growing 
up quickly. He is a leader of other children and has a good 
relationship with other teachers. He is often naughty but 
has a likeable character that lets him get away with it.
His home life is stable and he spends much time with his 
grandparents who live nearby. He doesn't often seek atten­
tion - he doesn't need to. He doesn't find school work 
easy although he is settling down better at school this term. 
His concentration is not good and he is easily distracted by 
outside events and activities."
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CASE STUDY NO. 8
Age: 7 years 5 months
John
IQ = 90 Male
Other Self
Total
30
M
28
F
26
T
16
Total
142
Social Cognition
S C P
28 22 22
B.S.A.G.
Under-reaction Over-reaction Neurological
10 14 1
Teacher Interview
"He is very unpredictable, very moody and doesn't get on 
well with anybody. He has no close friends at school, he 
is immature for his age and tends to fight often. He is 
really quite difficult to assess - his main problem seems 
to be lack of involvement with peers, teachers and his work. 
He seems to come from a stable home but he is very often 
left on his own whilst his parents run the family business. 
He has a much older brother but he doesn't live at home. 
John never seeks attention, shows little interest and his 
school results are very poor. At times I think he is quite 
bright."
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CAST STUDY NO. 9
Age: 8 years 6 months
Samantha
IQ = 118 Female
Other Self
M
5
Total
24
M
22
F
23
T
22
Social Cognition
S C P
22 24 23
B.S.A.G.
Over-reaction 
0
Total
136
Neurological
0
Under-reaction 
0
Teacher Interview
"Samantha is extremely even-tempered, very quiet in class 
but will chatter to me about home and village life. She 
is very kindly, sensible, predictable and socially mature. 
She can forsee problems and overcome them, e.g. to prevent 
an accident. She comes from a very secure, stable back­
ground. She mixes mostly with adults rather than children, 
e.g. aunts, uncles and grandparents, and she is very fond 
of her older brother (aged 13 years) whom she talks of 
often. She doesn't seek attention unless she has problems 
with her work. She will take time to understand new work 
and will ask help. She is always happy and never distress­
ed or moody/"
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CASE STUDY NO. 10
Age : 9 years 5 months
James
IQ = 81 Male
Other Self
Total
18
M
20
F
20
T
18
Social Cognition
S C P
20 26 20
B.S.A.G.
Total
124
Over-reaction
9
Neurological
0
Under-reaction 
0
Teacher Interview
"James has a very dominant and bossy thirteen year old 
sister. He is unstable and unpredictable - sometimes he 
will plead to be given jobs, he will do them well but at 
other times he gets into a deal of trouble and tells tales 
on other children. He is a sly, underhand character. He 
has stolen cigarettes from his father's place of employment 
and resold them to older boys, also he has hidden extra 
work given by me in the garage. He is very bright but lazy 
and not at all interested in school work. His school succ­
ess is virtually nil. He tries to buy favours and friend­
ship with gifts of money to other children. He is frequent­
ly left on his own at home since his parents work in a club 
for long hours in the evenings. He is shut in his room and 
not given much attention but has plenty of crisps and sweets. 
At the age.of five he had false teeth."
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APPENDIX 5
Table 1 Low Group, Social Cognition Scores, Reliability 
Data
Social
Cognition
Score
B.S.A ,G.
SNo. Unract Ovract Neurological
4/5 Yrs 
2 105 0 6 0
4 115 0 0 1
6 122 0 0 0
9 121 1 0 0
11 117 4 12 1
12 124 0 2 1
6/7 Yrs 
21 125 0 0
1
0
25 125 4 12
26 123 0 17 0
28 122 0 13 0
35 115 0 0 0
37 116 9 6 1
8/9 Yrs 
42 124 0 9 0
45 116 5 0 0
46 120 0 1 0
52 123 1 7 0
54 124 1 0 0
58 123 3 1 0
N = 18 X 1.56 4.78 0.22
sd = 2.5 5.65 0.43
Z X 28.00 86.00 4.00
EX^ 150.00 954.00 4.00
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APPENDIX 5
Table 2 Middle Group, Social Cognition Scores,
Reliability Data
£No
Social
Cognition
Score
B.S.A. G.
Unract Ovract Neurological
4/5 Yrs
1 127 1 3 1
7 129 0 2 0
13 146 0 2 0
14 136 0 9 0
15 141 6 P 0
17 135 2 1 0
6/7 Yrs 1
22 141 2 1 0
23 148 0 10 0
27 124 4 0 1
31 144 2 1 0
32 130 2 14 0
33 135 1 19 0
34 145 10 14 1
36 130 1 2 0
38 141 3 1 0
39 136 0 0
40 148 5 0 1 1
8/9 Yrs
41 132 5 19 0
43 136 1 0 0
47 140 0 0 0
49 134 1 0 0
55 130 0 0
56 139 1 0 0
57 133 1 0 0
59 131 2 5 0
60 142 3 0 0
N = 26 X 2.03 3.96 0.15
sd = 2.35 6.12 0.36
2X = 53.00 103.00 4.00
ZX = 247.00 1345.00 4.00
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Table 3 High Group, Social Cognition Scores,
Reliability Data
Social B.S.A.C3 •
Cognition
£No. Score Unract Ovract Neurological
4/5 Yrs
3 151 0 0 0
5 163 0 1 0
8 174 0 12 0
10 178 0 0 0
16 160 0 0 0
18 157 0 8 0
19 167 2 0 0
20 154 0 1 0
6/7 Yrs
24 207 2 0 0
29 162 1 0 0
30 154 1 18 1
44 206 3 1 0
48 153 0 0 0
50 153 0 0 0
8/9 Yrs
51 172 1 0 0
53 156 0 2 0
N = 16 X ' 0.62 2.68 0.06
sd = 0.95 5.31 0.25
EX 10.00 43.00 1.00
zy? 20.00 539.00 1.00
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Table 1
APPENDIX 6.
Low Group, goeial• ■^ognitiort Scores, Reliability 
Data (1st Test)
SNo.
Other 
Self (i) 
Score
B.S.A.(3.
Unract Ovract Neurological
4/5 Yrs
2 23 0 6 0
5 22 0 1 0
6 24 0 0 0
9 24 1 0 0
12 24 0 2 1
14 22 0 9 0
6/7 Yrs
22 22 2 1 0
27 23 4 0 1
28 19 0 13 0
30 19 1 18 1
37 20 9 6 1
!
8/9 Yrs
42 18 0 9 0
45 18 5 0 0
54 19 1 0 0
56 18 1 0 0
57 17 1 0 0
N = 16 X
sd
EX
1.56
2.47
25.00
131.00
4.06
5.59
65.00
733.00
0.25
0.44
4.00
4.00
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Table 2 Middle Group, Other Self Scores,
Reliability Data (1st Test)
SNo.
Other 
Self (i) 
Score
B . S . A .G.
Unract Ovract Neurological
4/5 Yrs
1 26 1 3 1
13 25 0 2 0
16 26 0 0 0
17 25 2 1 0
20 27 0 1 0
6/7 Yrs
21 24 0 0 0
35 24 0 0 0
36 26 1 2 0
38 24 3 1 0
39 26 0 0 0
40 27 5 0 1
8/9 Yrs
44 20 3 1 0
47 24 0 0 0
48 20 0 0 0
49 20 1 0 0
50 23 0 0 , 0
51 21 1 0 0
53 20 0 2 0
59 20 2 5 0
N = 19 X 1.00 0.94 0.10
sd 1.41 1.35 0.31
X X = 19.00 18.00 2.00
= 55.00 50.00 2.00
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Table 3 High Group, Other Self Scores,
Reliability Data (1st Test)
B.S.A.GOther 
Self (i) 
Score NeurologicalOvractUnractSNo
4/5 Yrs
30
30
30
1228
10 30
123011
2815
3018
2819 
6/7 Yrs
103023
30
123025
172826
2929
2831
142832
193033
34 
8/9 Yrs
141030
192441
2543
2946
2752
2455
2458
2860
0.125.961.8825 XN
sd
ZX
zx'
2.43
47.00
6.97
149.00
= 231.00 2055.00
0.33
3.00
3.00
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APPENDIX 7
Raw Data - Reliability and Validity Study
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APPENDIX 8
Analysis of Variance IQ Data for 
Reliability and Validity Study
Source. S.S. ..df M.S. F. . P
A (Sex) 1117.7 2 558.6 .094 n.s.
B (Age) 944.06 1 944.06 .159 n.s.
A X B 11847.134 2 5923.567 110.67 **
Error 2890.2 54 53.522
Totals 16798.6 59
n.s. Not significant
** Significant at the 0.01 level
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APPENDIX 9
Table 1 Analysis of Variance: Unract (B.S.A.G.) Scores
for Low, Middle and High Social Cognition Groups
Source S.S df M.S. F Prob.
Between Groups 19 2 9.5 2.08 n.s.
Within Groups 260 57 4.56
Total 279 59
Table 2 Analysis of Variance: Ovract (B.S.A.G.) Scores
for Low, Middle and High Social Cognition Groups
Prob.df M.S.S.S.Source
0.5618.7037.41Between Groups n.s.
57 33.39Within Groups 1903.53
1940.94 59Total
Table 3 Analysis of Variance: Neurological (B.S.A.G)
Scores for Low, Middle and Hiah Social Cognition 
Groups
Source S.S. df M.S. F Prob.
Between Groups 0.20 2 0.1 0.76 n.s.
Within Groups 7.45 57 0.13
Total 7.65 59
n.s. Not significant^ 
(p > 0.05 level)
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APPENDIX 10
Table 1 Analysis of Variance: Unract (B.S.A.G.) Scores
for Low, Middle and High Other Self Groups
Source S.S. df M.S.
Between Groups 8.41 2 4.20
Within Groups 270.58 57 4.74
Total 278.99 59
F Prob.
0.88 n.s.
Table 2 Analysis of Variance: Ovract (B.S.A.G.) Scores
for Low, Middle and High Other Self Groups
Source S.S. df M.S. F Prob.
Between Groups 272.09 2 136.04 4.64 *
Within Groups 1668.85 57 29.27
Total 1940.94 59
* Significant at the 0.05 level
Table 3 Analysis of Variance: Neurological (B.S.A.G.)
Scores for Low, Middle and High Other Self Groups
Source S.S. df M.,s. F Prob
Between Groups 0.22 2 0,,11 0.84 n.s.
Within Groups 7.43 57 0..13
Total 7.65 59
n.s. not significant (p > 0.05 level)
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APPENDIX 11
Table 1 Product Moment Correlations of Other Self
Responses for Each of the Significant Others
for 4 & 5 Year Olds (N = 20)
M JF T S ; C P
M .16 .47* .65** .51* .15
F .62 .18 .27 -0.10
T .70** .59** .16
S Mean Correl. = 0.37 .35 .01
C .54*
P
* significant at the 0.05 level
** Significant at the 0.01 level
Table 2 Product Moment Correlations of Other Self
Responses for Each of the Significant Others
for 6 & 7 Year Olds (N = 20)
M F T S C P
M .26 .11 .02 .28 .49*
F .81** .22 .63** .29
T .37 .62** /23
S .38 -0.19
C Mean Correl. = 0.35 .50*
P
** significant at the 0.01 level
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APPENDIX 11
Table 3 Product Moment Correlations of Other Self
Responses for Each of the Significant Others 
for 8 & 9 Year Olds (N = 20)
.06.74**.63**.37.67**
.19.55**.31
.15.43*.39
.23.34
-0.300.40Mean Correl.
Significant at the 0.05 level*
Significant at the 0.01 level
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APPENDIX 12
Raw Data - Main Study Experiences
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APPENDIX 13
Analysis of Variance of IQ data 
for Main Study Experiment
Source S.S. df MS F P
A (Sex) 966 1 966 3.59 n.s.
B (Age) 1449 5 289.8 1.07 n.s.
A X  B 1496 5 299.2 1.11 n.s.
Error 45169.5 168 268.87
Total 49080.5 179
n.s. not significant (p > 0.05 level)
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a p p e n d i x 14
Product moment correlations between IQ scores 
and absolute values of standard scores 
of Social Cognition for Main Study Experiment
4
Age Group (years)
5 6 7 8
Overall
Correlations
Males
Females
.331
.087
.291
.146
-.173
.200
.122
-.298
-.449
-.057
-.263
.224
.097
.106
Overall
1
.115
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APPENDIX 15
Post hoc tests for significant differences 
between Other-self and Social Cognition 
correlations for sex within age groups. 
(Values for Z; see Guilford, (1965,p.190)
Age (years)
4 5 6 7 8 9
Z Value .49 .54 .74 .34 1.05 .74
All values non-significant (p > 0.05).
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APPENDIX 16
Social cognition sub-test scores for subjects 
in the Main Study Experiment
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